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a aii idea and aim contemplated in the Meyer series 
| of commentaries, as also the general plan laid 

down for the work of translation, has been alreacy 
explained by Dr. Dickson in his Preface to the 

Epistle to the Romans, and elsewhere. The merits, also, of 
Dr. Liinemann as a coadjutor of Meyer, have been sufliciently 
discussed by Dr. Gloag in connection with his translation of 
the Epistles to the Thessalonians. It only remains to add, 
that the aim in the translation of this commentary has been 
to give a faithful and intelligible rendering of Liinemann’s 
words, and in general to produce a worthy companion volume 
to those of the series already issued. It is hoped that a 
comparison with the German original will show the work has 
not suffered in the process of transferring to our own soil. 

It will be admitted that the commentary of Liinemann on 
the Hebrews—of which the first edition appeared in 1855, 
the second in 1861, the third in 1867, and the fourth, 
enlarged and greatly improved, in 1874—has claims of a 
very high order in a grammatical and lexicographical respect. 
He threads his way with a nice discrimination amidst a 
multitude of conflicting interpretations, and generally carries 
conviction with him when he finally gives his own view, or 
that in which he concurs. Even where, as in the case of 

some three or four controverted explanations, he may not 
have weighed the whole argument in favour of an opposite 
view, he has at least revealed to us the process by which his 
own conclusion is reached, thereby contributing to place the 
reader in a position for forming an independent judgment for 
himself. 



vi PREFATORY NOTE. 

The opinions of Dr. Liinemann, as regards the position 
occupied by the writer of our Epistle towards the Scriptures 
of the Old Testament, have been expressed with great 
candour. Unfortunately no one seems to have made the 
questions here raised a matter for any very prolonged and 
detailed examination since the time of John Owen. With 
the eventual answer which shall be given to these questions 
will stand or fall the claim of Barnabas to the authorship of 
the Epistle, and many other things besides. 

It is, however, by his grammatico-critical and purely 
exegetical labours that Liinemann has rendered the greatest 
service to the cause of sacred literature. The judicious use 
of his commentary can hardly fail to lead to a more intimate 
acquaintance with the letter and spirit of this apostolic 
writing, well styled by the Helmstiidt professor Walther a 
“beyond all measure profound epistle.” 

Of the very abundant exegetical literature pertaining to 
the Epistle to the Hebrews, our space admits of the mention 
of but a very few writings. Nor was it needful to give an 
account even of all that have been collated in preparing this 
translation. Most of the German commentaries published 
after the middle of the eighteenth century were entirely over- 
shadowed by the appearing of the great work of Bleek, and 
those of subsequent writers. For many particulars concerning 
the authors specified in the following list, more especially of 
those who flourished about the time of the Reformation, I am 

indebted to the kindness of the Rev. James Kennedy, B.D., 

librarian of New College, Edinburgh. To the list of works 
enumerated might be fittingly added the suggestive transla- 
tion of the New Testament made by Sebastian Castellio 
(1542-1550), mostly during the time of his retirement in 
Basle. 

M. J. E. 
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THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS. 

EN LEODUCLLON. 

SEC. 1—THE AUTHOR. 

aq HE Epistle to the Hebrews is the work of an , 

4) unknown writer. The question, by whom it was | 
composed, was already variously answered in | 
ancient times, and has not to the present day been 

solved in a way which has found general assent. The sup- 
position that the Apostle Paul was its author has obtained 
the widest currency and the most lasting acceptance. And in 
reality this supposition must most readily suggest itself, since 
an unmistakeably Pauline spirit pervades the epistle, and single . 
notices therein, such as the mention of Timothy as a man stand- 
ing in very close connection with the author (xiii. 23), might 
appear as indications pointing to Paul. Nevertheless, there 
is found nothing which could have the force of a constraining 
proof in favour of this view, and, on the contrary, much which 
is in most manifest opposition thereto.’ For 

(1) The testimonies of Christian antiquity in favour of 
Paul as the author of the epistle are neither so general nor 
so confident as we must expect, if the epistle had been from 
the beginning handed down as a work of the Apostle Paul. — 
Not unfavourable to the claim of Paul, but yet by no means 
decisive, are the judgments of the early Alexandrian Church. 
Pantaenus, president of the school of catechetes in Alexandria 
about the middle of the second century, the first from whom 

' Comp. H. Thayer, ‘‘ Authorship and Canonicity of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews,” in the Bibliotheca Sacra, vol. xxiv., Andoy. 1867, p. 681 ff. 

Mryer.—HEs. A 
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4 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS. 

an express statement as to the name of the author has come 
down to us, certainly assigned the epistle to the Apostle 
Paul. But yet it is to be observed that even he felt called 
to set aside an objection, which seemed to he against the 
justice of this view, namely: that, contrary to the custom 

of Paul, the author has not, even in an address prefixed to 

the epistle, mentioned himself by name; whether it was that 
this difficulty first arose in the mind of Pantaenus himself, 

or that, in opposition to others who had raised it, he wished 
to show the invalid nature thereof. (Comp. the notice of 
Clemens Alexandrinus on Pantaenus, in Eusebius, Hist. Eccles. 

vi. 14: "Hd 84, ds 0 pakdpuos éEXeye TpecBUTeEpos, éerel 

0 KUpLos, aTOGTONOS OY TOD TaYTOKPaTOpOS, aTETTANn TpOS 

‘EBpatous, ds petpwotyta 6 IladXos, os ay eis ta eOvn 
amecTadpévos, ovK eyypader éavtov “EBpatwv arootodov dia 
TE THY Tpos TOV KUpLoV TLV Sud TE TO EK TrEpLovTias Kal Tots 
‘EBpaios émictédrew, €Ovdv Kypuka dvta Kal arooToNov.) — 
Clemens Alexandrinus, too, the disciple of Pantaenus (end of 

the second and beginning of the third century), makes repeated 
mention of the epistle as a work of the Apostle Paul (Strom. 
ii. p. 420, iv. p. 514 sq.,ed. Sylburg, Colon. 1688, al.). But 
yet he does not venture to ascribe it in its present form im- 
mediately to Paul. Not only is for him, too, the same objec- 
tion, which his teacher already had undertaken to set aside, 

still of sufficient weight for him to attempt its removal in a 
new, though, it is true, equally unsatisfactory manner; but 
also the un-Pauline character of the language in the epistle 
does not escape his glance. Rather to Luke than to Paul 
does the garb of the letter seem to him to point. On this 
account he assumes that a Hebrew (Aramaic) original writing 
of Paul forms the substratum of the epistle, but that our 
present epistle is only a version or adaptation of that original 
writing by Luke, designed for Hellenes. (Comp. Eusebius, 
Hist. Eccles, vi. 14: Kal ryv mpos “EBpatous 8€ émuotonpy 
Tlatnrov pév civat dnot, yeypadOar 6é “EBpatous “EBpaixh 
hovh, Aovedy S€ dirotivas adtyv pelepunvercavta éxdovvar 
trois "E\Anow" SOev Tov adTov ypata etpioxedOae Kata THY 
Epunvelav tadvtyns Te THs emoToARs Kal Tov Tpakewy' pr 
mpoyeypap0at &¢ 7d Iladdos aaréctonos, eixotws. “EBpatous 
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yap, dyciv, emicTeNRwY TpOAHYLY EiAnpoot Kat adiTod Kab 
UmomTEevovsw avTov cuvVEeTaS TdVU OvK ev apy améaoTpe wen 
avTovs 70 dvopa Geis.) — Equally does Origen (f 254) make 
the Epistle to the Hebrews stand, it is true, in some rela- 

tion to the Apostle Paul, as he accordingly more than once 
cites passages therefrom as sayings of Paul (ey. Lzhort. ad 
Martyr. 44, in Joh. ed. Huet. t. i. p. 56; dbid. t. iii. p. 64, 

t. x. p. 162, a/.). But not only is he aware that in point of 
fact deniers of the composition of the epistle by Paul have 
arisen (of alerodvTes Tipp emitTON VY ws ov IIavrAw yeypaupéevny, 
Epist. ad African.c. 9. Comp. also in Matt. xxiii. 27 sq.: 
Sed pone aliquem abdicare epistolam ad Hebraeos, quasi non 
Pauli); he too, for his own part, is not able to bring himself 

to recognise the epistle as a work of Paul in the narrower 
sense. Only the thoughts of the epistle does he ascribe to 
Paul; the diction and composition, on the other hand, he 
denies to be his. Since he admits withal that the contents of 
the epistle are Pauline, he regards the ancient tradition, which 
traces it back to Paul, as not unfounded; he has therefore no 

fault to find if a church looks upon the epistle as the work of 
Paul. By whom, however, it was in reality composed is, he 
thinks, known only to God. Tradition, he tells us, speaks 

sometimes of the Roman bishop Clement, sometimes of Luke, 
as the author. (Comp. the two fragments of the lost homilies 
of Origen on the Epistle to the Hebrews, preserved in Euse- 
bius, Hist. Hecles. vi. 25: "Ore 0 yapaxtnp ths NéEews Tis 
mpos ‘“EBpaious éruyeypaupéevns emeatods ovK exes TO ev 
Oyo LLwTLKOY TOD aTOGTONOV, OporoyicavTos éavTOV idLbTNHV 
elvat TO AYO, ToUTécTL TH dpdcet, GANA éoTW % ecto 
cuvbécer Tis A€Eews EMAHViKwTEpA, TAS O eTLGTamEVOS KplvELY 
fpacewy Stapopas oporoyijcar dv wad Te ad OTL TA vonpaTa 
THS ETLTTONHS Oavpacid eae Kal ov SevTEpa TOV aTOoTTONLKOY 
OmooyouLévay ypaypatwv, Kal TodTo av cuudryocae eivar 
adnbes Tas 0 Tposéyav TH dvayvwOces TH aTOTTONKT. 
"Ey 6€ drropawopevos cirouw dv, OTL TA pev vonpata Tod 
amoaToNou eat, 7 Sé Ppdois Kai  ctvOects aropvnpoved- 
GavTos TWOS Ta ATOTTONIKA Kal woTTEpEL TYOALOYpadncaVToS 
TWOS TA Elpnueva UT Tod SidacKddov. Ei tis odv éexKAnola 
exes TavTHY THY emicTOAHY ws IlavAov, a’tn evdoximeitw Kat 
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él TOUTM Ov yap ELK of apyatos avopes ws IIavdov adtiy 
mTapadedoxacr Tis d€ 0 ypawas' THY émioTOANY, TO meV 
annOeés Geos oider" 7) O€ els Nuads POacaca (oTopia UO TeV 

bev Aeyovtav, OTe KrArjuns 0 yevomevos éricxotros “Pwpatwv 
éyparpe Ti emiotoAny, vo Twav 6é, 6te AovKas Oo ypawas 

To evayyédov Kat tas mpakes.) — Only subsequently to the 
time of Origen, accordingly, was the epistle universally re- 
garded within the Alexandrian Church, as within the Egyptian 
Church in general, as a writing which proceeded immediately 
from the Apostle Paul. Declarations thereof are appealed to, 
as simply the words of Paul, by the Alexandrian bishops, 

Dionysius, about the middle of the third century (in Eusebius, 
fist. Eecl. vi. 41); Alexander, about 312 (in Theodoret, H. L. 
1. 3, Opp. ed. Schulze, tom. iii. p. 736, and in Socrat. H. £. 
i. 6, ed. Vales., Paris 1686, p. 11); Athanasius (+ 373), in his 
thirty-ninth epistola festalis, and elsewhere ; Didymus, the pre- 
sident of the Alexandrian school of catechetes (f395), the 
Egyptian monks, Macarius the elder, and Marcus Ascetes 
(ce. 400), and others. 

In the ancient Syrian Church the epistle, it is true, was 

held very early in ecclesiastical repute. For it is already 

1 That « ypa«s denotes the actual author, and not, as Olshausen (‘‘ De auctore 

ep. ad Hebr.,” in his Opusee. Theol., Berol. 1834, p. 100), Stenglein (Historische 

Zeugnisse der vier ersten Jahrhunderte iiber den Verf. des Br. an die Hebr., 

Bamb. 1835, p. 35), and Delitzsch (‘‘ Ueber Verf. und Leser des Hebrierbr.,”’ in 

Rudelsbach u. Guericke’s Zeitschr. f. die Luth. Theol. 1849, p. 259), assert, with 

the assent of Davidson (Introduction to the Study of the New Testament, vol. I., 
Lond. 1868, p. 228 f.), the mere ‘‘ scriba” or ‘‘ penman,” is shown even by the 
analogy of the closing words: Asvxas 6 ypaas ro siayytasy xual cas xpakess. 

Wrongly does Delitzsch (in his Kommentar, p. xvii.) object that Origen, indeed, 

concedes to the apostle a part [in its composition], and that Luke also, in the 
Gospel and the Acts, was working up a material not of his own invention, but 

one ready to his hand. For the part which Origen assigns to Paul is not an 

active, but a passive one; that Paul exerted an immediate influence on the 
writing of the Epistle to the Hebrews, or was directly occupied with the same— 
of this Origen says nothing ; the dependence upon Paul is limited in his estima- 
tion to the fact that the epistle was composed by a disciple of Paul, and in the 

‘spirit of Paul. By the consideration, however, that Luke in his two works was 
using a material ‘‘ ready to his hand,” his authorship in reference to these works 
is not annulled ; for the notion of authorship is not destroyed by the mode in 
which it is exercised. Besides, if Origen had wished to denote the particular 
way in which the writings of Luke arose, he would have put, not é ypayas, but 

4 cuvrazeusvo:, or something similar. 
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received into the Peshito, belonging to the end of the second 
century. But that it was so soon as this held to be a work 
of Paul, does not follow from this reception. On the contrary, 
the fact that the Epistle to the Hebrews has been placed in 
the Peshito not already after the letters of Paul addressed to 
churches, but only after those of his letters addressed to 
private persons, might rather be interpreted as a sign that 
this letter, only on account of its similar character, had been 
attached, as it were, by way of appendix to the Pauline 

Epistles, while not assigned to Paul himself. Yet the later 
church of North-Eastern Syria seems to have ascribed this 
writing to the Apostle Paul. For while Jacob, bishop of 
Nisibis (¢. 325), cites declarations of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews only in general as utterances of an apostle (Galland. 

Bibl. Patr. v. pp. xvi. Ixii. al.), and this indefinite mode of 
citation is also the prevalent one with Jacob’s disciple 
Ephraem Syrus (+ 378); yet the latter, at any rate, seems not 
to have doubted the composition by Paul, since (Opp. Graec. 

tom. ii, Rom. 1743, fol. p. 203) he joins together the 
passages Rom. 11. 16, Eph. v. 15, Heb. x. 31, by the common 
introductory formula: ITepi tavrns tis tépas Boa kai 
IIaidos 6 amootodos, and then abruptly separates from 
further citations by the words: Bod 6€ Kat o pakapios 
ITérpos. —In like manner in Western (Grecian) Syria, after 

the middle of the third century, the epistle was probably | 
assigned to the Apostle Paul; since, in the letter issued by 
the Antiochian Synod (¢. 264) to Paul of Samosata, Heb. 
xi. 26 and sentences out of the two Epistles to the 
Corinthians are connected together as sayings of the same 
apostle (comp. Mansi, Collect. Concil. t. i. p. 1038). 

Elsewhere, too, in the Eastern Church, the opinion that 

Paul was the author became in subsequent times more and 
more general. Nevertheless, doubts as yet by no means 
ceased to be heard. Thus Eusebius of Caesarea (in the first 
half of the fourth century) often, indeed, quotes the Epistle to 
the Hebrews as the work of Paul, and without doubt reckons 

it, since he expressly accepts fourteen Pauline Epistles (Hist. 
Eccles, iii. 3), in the chief passage on the New Testament 
canon (Hist. Eccles. ii. 25)—as a constituent part of the 
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epistles of Paul, which are mentioned only in general,—to 
belong to the Homologumena. But yet he regards the 

epistle only as a version from a Hebrew original of Paul 
(Hist. Eccles, iii. 38), and can tell of Greeks who, in reliance 

upon the adverse judgment of the Roman Church, denied the 
Pauline origin of the epistle in any sense (Hist. Eccles, iii. 5). 
Nay, in another place (Hist. Hecles. vi. 13), himself even 
reckons the epistle among the dyvtiAreyopevar ypadat ;' 
inasmuch as he places it in one line with the Wisdom of 
Solomon, that of Jesus Sirach, and the epistles of Barnabas, 

Clemens Romanus, and Jude! On the other hand, the 

epistle is acknowledged as directly the work of Paul, in the 
sixtieth canon of the Council at Laodicea after the middle of 
the fourth century, by Titus of Bostra (tc. 371), by Basil the 
Great (t 379), and his brother Gregory of Nyssa; by Cyril, 
bishop of Jerusalem (t 386); by Gregory of Nazianzus 
(t 389), in the Jambi ad Seleucum, where, nevertheless, the 
remark has been inserted: tuvés 6€ dace tiv mpos ‘EBpaious 
voOov ; by Epiphanius (t 402), Chrysostom (t+ 407), Theodore 
of Mopsuestia (fc. 428), and others. Yet Theodoret in his 
Procemium to the epistle (comp. also Epiphanius, Haer. 
69. 37) is still engaged in polemics against those of Arian 
sentiments, who rejected the Epistle to the Hebrews as vo@os, 
denying its Pauline authorship. 

While thus the testimonies of the East in general are | 
favourable indeed to a Pauline origin of the epistle, an | 
immediate composition thereof by Paul, however, was for the 
most part asserted only in later times, whereas in the earlier 
period more generally only a mediate authorship was main- 
tained; the West, on the other hand, during the first centuries, 
does not acknowledge an authorship of Paul in any sense.— 
A voucher for this statement is Tertullian, belonging to the 
North African Church, at the end of the second century and 
the beginning of the third. Only on a single occasion does 

’ According to Delitzsch, indeed (Komment. p. xvii. f.), this supposition rests 
upon a misunderstanding of the words of Eusebius. But Eusebius’ words are 
surely clear enough. They are as follows: xéypara: 9 tv abrois xal vais ax 
THY AYTIALyomivaY Yypuhwy muprupiass, Tis Te Asyoutyns LurAomarros ooPins 

wal 73 “Inood cov Spex nal rus xpos ‘“EBpalous trsororns, cis 7: Bupvépa 

xai Kanwsvros nai lovda. 
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he make express mention of the Epistle to the Hebrews, in 
order to cite from it the words vi. 4-8, and it is here 

evidently his endeavour to rate as highly as possible the 
authority of the writing cited by him. Of a composition 
thereof by the Apostle Paul, however, he knows nothing ; 
instead of Paul he names Barnabas as its author, and that not 

in the form of a conjecture, but simply and without qualifica- 
tion, in such wise that he manifestly proceeds upon a supposi- 

tion universally current in the churches of his native land. 
(Comp. de Pudicitia, ¢. 20: Volo tamen ex redundantia 
alicujus etiam comitis apostolorum testimonium superducere, 
idoneum confirmandi de proximo jure disciplinam magis- 
trorum. Exstat enim et Barnabae titulus ad Hebraeos, a Deo 

satis auctoritati viri,) ut quem Paulus juxta se constituerit in 
abstinentiae tenore: “aut ego solus et Barnabas non habemus 
hoc operandi potestatem?” Et utique receptior apud ecclesias 
epistola Barnabae illo apocrypho Pastore moechorum. . 
Hoe qui ab apostolis didicit et cum apostolis docuit, nunquam 
moecho et fornicatori secundam poenitentiam promissam ab 
apostolis norat.) — Also, in the time immediately following, 
the Epistle to the Hebrews cannot in Proconsular Africa 
have been regarded as a writing of the Apostle Paul. This 
is proved on the authority of Cyprian, bishop of Carthage 
(+ 258), who, with the single exception of the short Epistle 
to Philemon, makes citations from all the letters of Paul, 

and yet nowhere quotes passages from the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, but asserts, on the other hand, that Paul wrote 

only to seven churches (comp. Testim. adv. Jud. 1. 20; De 
Exhortat. Martyrit, c. 11). 

' But as the early Church of North Africa, so also the 
early Roman Church knew nothing of an appertaining of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews to the Pauline collection of: letters. 

This is the more noteworthy, inasmuch as within the Roman 
Church the earliest trace is met with of the existence of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews. For a series of characteristic 

expressions of the latter is taken up by Clemens Romanus 
(towards the end of the first century) in his Epistle to the 

1 Thus we have to read, with Oehler (Tertull. Opp. tom. i., Lips, 1853, p. 839), 

in place of adco satis auctoritatis viri. 
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Corinthians (comp. specially cap. 36 with Heb. vi. 4,1. 3, 4, 
5, 7,13; cap. 17 with Heb. xi. 37; and in general, Lardner, 

Credibility of the Gospel History, Part ii. vol. i, Lond, 1748, 
p. 62 ff.; Bohme, p. Ixxv. sq.). These derived expressions, 
however, are not introduced as citations, but are blended 

with his own discourse, ‘They prove, therefore, only that 
Clement was acquainted with the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
and highly prized it, but afford no information on the 
question as to whom he regarded as the author. That, how- 
ever, Clement believed the Apostle Paul to be the author is 
rendered extremely improbable by the position which the 
Roman Church of the subsequent period assumed towards 
this epistle. In the fragment on the canon of the Roman 
Church, discovered by Muratori, belonging to the close of 

the second century, it is stated that Paul wrote to seven | 

churches ; upon which follows an enumeration of our present | 
thirteen Pauline Epistles. Besides these two, other letters are 

| 
t 

then named, which have been forged as coming from Paul; , 
but of the Epistle to the Hebrews not even mention is made. 
It cannot thus in the Roman Church of that time have been 
invested with any canonical authority, much less have been 
looked upon as a writing of the Apostle Paul. — In like 
manner Caius, presbyter at Rome at the end of the second 
century and beginning of the third, recognised, in express 
opposition to the wepl TO cuvTdrTew Kalas ypadas 
TpomeTELa TE Kal TOApma, only thirteen epistles as the 
work of the Apostle Paul, to the exclusion of the Epistle to 
the Hebrews (comp. Eusebius, Hist. Eccles, vi. 20).— Even | 
as late as about the middle of the third century the Epistle 
to the Hebrews was not in the Roman Church esteemed to 
be a work of Paul, nor indeed regarded as a canonical writing. 
This is evident from the fact that Novatian, in his disserta- 

tions, De Trinitate and De Cibis Judaicis Qn Gallandi, Biblioth. 

Patr. t. 11. p. 287 sqq.), although these abound in Biblical 
citations, and although their subject might naturally suggest 
the employment of the Epistle to the Hebrews, nowhere so 
much as makes mention of the same; an omission which, 

supposing its recognition as a canonical writing, and one 

proceeding from Paul, would be the more inexplicable, 
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inasmuch as Noyatian could hardly have urged any passage 
of Scripture in favour of his severer view with regard to the 
receiving again into the communion of the church of those 
who had lapsed, with greater appearance of justification than 
this very text of Heb. vi. 4—6.—So likewise Eusebius 
(Hist. Eccles. vi, 20) expressly observes with respect to his 
age (first half of the fourth century): Kat els dedpo mapa 
‘Popaioy ticly ob voulferar Tov atooToXoU TUYyYaVELY. — 
Of Irenaeus, moreover, the representative of the Church of 

Southern Gaul at the end of the second century and beginning 
of the third, Stephanus Gobarus relates, in Photius, Bibl. Cod. 

232 (ed. Hoeschel, Rothomagi 1653, fol. p. 903), that he, 

equally as Hippolytus, denied that the Epistle to the 
Hebrews was composed by Paul. In harmony with this 
statement is the fact that Irenaeus, in his great work Advers. 
Haereses, often as he had occasion to cite this epistle, and 
frequently as he otherwise adduces proof passages from the 

epistles of Paul, yet nowhere appeals to the Epistle to the 
Hebrews. In the lost writing @i8rlov diaréEewv Svadopwr, 
he did indeed, according to a notice in Eusebius (Mist. Eccles. 
v. 26), cite some passages from the Epistle to the Hebrews 

(just as he did from the Wisdom of Solomon); but that 
Irenaeus regarded the Apostle Paul as its author is not said 
by Eusebius either. 

Only after the middle of the fourth century did the opinion 
(tat Paul was its author gradually find acceptance in the 

West—a change of views which, without doubt, is to be 
traced to the preponderating influence of the Greek Church 
upon the Latin. As a work of Paul it is cited by Hilary, 
bishop of Poitiers (t 368); Lucifer of Cagliari (t 371); his 
contemporary, Fabius Marius Victorinus; Philastrius, bishop of 
Brescia (tc. 387); Ambrose, bishop of Milan (397); Rufinus 
of Aquileia (tc. 411), Jerome (+ 420), Augustine (f 430), and 
others. That change of views comes out with special distinct- 
ness in the African synods at the end of the fourth century 
and the beginning of the fifth. In the thirty-sixth canon of 
the synod at Hippo (393), as in the forty-seventh canon of the 
third synod at Carthage (397), in the determination of those 
books of the New Testament to be held as canonical, the 
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number of the epistles of Paul is declared to be altogether 
thirteen; and then is added: by the same, the Epistle to 
the Hebrews (Pauli apostoli epistolae tredecim; ejusdem ad 
Hebraeos una). This separate mention shows that at this 
time they did not yet venture to concede to the Epistle to 
the Hebrews a perfectly equal rank with that of the thirteen 
universally recognised letters of Paul. Presently after, how- 
ever, in the twenty-ninth canon of the fifth Carthaginian synod 
(419), it is said, on the occasion of a similar enumeration : 
epistolarum Pauli apostoli numero quatuordecim. Yet, spite 
of this revolution of the judgments in general, doubts as to 
the canonicity and Pauline origin of the Epistle to the Hebrews 
were not entirely reduced to silence, even in this late period. 
Philastrius still remarks that the same was only rarely read 
in church among the Latins (Haeres. 89); and in Haeres. 88 
mentions, among the books which, according to the appoint- 
ment of the apostles and their successors, were alone to be 
publicly read in the assemblies, only thirteen Pauline Epistles. 
The commentary of Hilary (Ambrosiaster), moreover, covers 
indeed the whole thirteen Pauline Epistles, but not the Epistle 
to the Hebrews; and even Rufinus adds, on a mention of the 

epistle (Invectiva in Hieronymum 1, Opp. Hieronymi, ed. Mar- 
tianay, t. v. p. 279), the words: si quis tamen eam receperit. 
With like wavering does Jerome also often express himselt 
(ag. on Tit. 1. 5, Opp. ed. Vallars, 2, t. vil. P. 1, p. 695: 81 
quis vult recipere eam epistolam, quae sub nomine Pauli ad 
Hebraeos scripta est.—Jbid. on ii. 2, p. 714: Relege ad 
Hebraeos epistolam Pauli, sive cujuscunque alterius eam esse 
putas), and observes expressly, eg. Zpist. 125 ad Evagrium (ed. 
Martianay, t. ii. p. 571): Epistola ad Hebraeos, quam omnes 
Graeci recipiunt et nonnulli Latinorum.—Comment. on Matt. 

xxvi. 8, 9 (ed. Vallars, t. vii. P. 1, p. 212): Paulus, in epistola 
sua, quae scribitur ad Hebraeos, licet de ea multi Latinorum 

dubitent.— Catalog. c. 59 (ed. Martianay, t. iv. p. 117): sed et 
apud Romanos usque hodie quasi Pauli apostoli non habetur ; 

and similarly elsewhere. In like manner Augustine also 
observes (De Peccatorum meritis et remissione, 1. 27, Opp. ed. 

3ened., t. x., Antw. 1700, p. 18) that the Epistle to the Hebrews 

is nuniullis incerta, although he himself is decided in his judg- 



INTRODUCTION. shal 

ment by the auctoritas ecclesiarum orientalium, among whom 
this writing also is held in canonical repute. 

But as we are not able to appeal, in support of the hypothesis 
that Paul is the author of this epistle, to the decided and 
unanimous tradition of antiquity, so also— 

(2) The hints afforded by the epistle itself, with regard to 
the person and historic situation of its author, do not lead us 

to think of the Apostle Paul. The passage i. 3 is absolutely 
decisive against Paul. For here the author reckons himself 
among the number of those who have received their knowledge 
of the gospel not immediately from the Lord Himself, but only 
through the medium of the first disciples and ear-witnesses. 
He claims thus no equal rank with the twelve apostles, but 
takes his place at the standpoint of Luke (Luke i. 2). That 
is, however, the direct opposite of the manner in which Paul 
expresses himself, when he sets forth, whether polemically or 
without any secondary aim, how he obtained his acquaintance 

with the gospel: he denies expressly that he had acquired his 
knowledge of the gospel from the teaching of men; it was 
communicated to him immediately, by revelation, from the 
Lord Himself, and on that account he stands upon a complete 
equality of apostolic dignity with the twelve original apostles 
Realise (sed 1 ee tty 1G a Os Cer ax 1, a 23S Mipk: 

i. 2, 3)—-Indications of a Pauline origin, it has been thought, 
may be discovered in x. 34, xii. 18 f., 23,24. But altogether 

without reason. The first passage would favour a reference to 
Paul only in the case that the lectio reeepta tots Secpois pov 
were correct. It is, however, decidedly false; instead thereof 

we have to read tots decpiows. The second passage likewise 
affords no sufficient ground for thinking of Paul. For the 
statement that the author was a prisoner is not at all to be 
found in it; since the concluding words of xiii. 23 plainly 
show that the author, at the time of inditing his epistle, was 
in a position of entire freedom. Further, from the third 

' That the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews was in a state of captivity, 
and was begging of the church for intercession with God in his éanpis, Tobler 
(‘Studien nach dem Codex Sinaiticus iiber den Hebrierbrief,” in Hilgenfeld’s 
Zischr. f. wiss. Theol. 1864, H. 4, p. 357 f.) has nevertheless felt bound to 
deduce from the form of the text in the Codex Sinaiticus: xpersdxects xrepl huay 
ort 2ar7. ba yep Ors xarny cuovidnow Evousy ty ruc xarws birovres ayucrpipzcbai. 
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passage we may certainly conclude that the author was on 
terms of friendship with Timothy, the well-known assistant of 
Paul. But this fact could be regarded as a sign indicative of 
Paul himself only if Timothy were characterized as a person 
who occupied a subordinate position towards the author, which 
is not the case. As the words read, the passage is appropriate 

to any disciple of Paul as the writer. To this the considera- 
tion must be added, that in the passage in question the 
deliverance of Timothy out of his captivity is announced: the 
readers must thus have had a knowledge of the imprisonment 
itself; it could not therefore have been either insignificant or 
of short duration. Of an imprisonment of Timothy, however, 

so long as he was the assistant of Paul, there is not found the 
slightest trace, either in the epistles of the latter or in the 
Acts of the Apostles." Much more probable is it, therefore, 
that this notice refers to an imprisonment suffered by Timothy 
only after the death of the Apostle Paul. The fourth passage, 

According to Tobler, ~«a7. éa is to be derived from xaaziv, and indeed is to be 

regarded as an earlier contraction for xeAsameta, in which the quantity of the 
crasis has remained resting on the former vowel (!); so that xeAciréa:, in this 

connection, would correspond to the Latin in jus vocari, citari, Acts iv. 18, 
xxiv. 2, and the sense would result: ‘‘ Pray for us, for we are summoned before 
the tribunal, must plead in our own defence; that we may have a good con- 
science, a cheerful spirit, to give an account; for in all things, and in this case 
too, we wish to walk rightly.” But in order to perceive the erroneousness of 
such a mode of argument, a glance at the codex itself may suffice. This presents 
Heb. xiii, 18 in the following arrangement : 

mporeux ecb: we 

fh NLWY OF KAN. 

Ca yap ors xaAny 

TUVIONTIY x67. A. 

Evidently x«%. is nothing else than the x«any following in the next line, inas- 

much as a stroke at the end of a line is very often placed in the Cod. Sin. 
instead of an end letter ; so that by a mere error of transcribing, of which there 
are very many in the Cod. Sin., ors x«any, which belonged only to the third 
line, was wrongly placed in the second, and here pushed out the three first 
syllables of the eousé«, which the copyist had before him in the text given 
him for copying. That the copyist really had eséou:4e—for which, moreover, 

the fourth hand has put r:roéeuev by way of correction—before him for copying 
is clearly shown, as well by the éz, as also by the yap of the third line. Comp. 
against Tobler also Volkmar, in Hilgenfeld’s Ztschr. f. wiss. Theol. 1865, H. 1, 
p. 108 ff. 

1 That Ebrard (p. 417 ff.) is very much inclined to bring out of the construction 

of Phil. ii. 19, 23 an imprisonment of Timothy at Rome, at the time when Paul 

was held captive there, deserves to be mentioned only as a curiosity, 
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finally, is supposed to show that the epistle was written from 
Rome, and on that account probably by Paul. But from of 
amo THs “Iradias the author could send salutations only if he 
were somewhere outside of Italy. If he had himself been 
present in Italy, with the Italian Christians from whom the 
salutations come, at the time of the composition of the epistle, 

he must have indicated them as o: €v th “ItaX/a (comp. 1 Pet. 
v. 15). At most, we could only assume that the author had 
meant by of amo ths “Itadias Roman Christians out of the 
province, in opposition to ot év “Pan, the Christians of the 
Roman capital. Then he would certainly have been dwelling 
in Reme. But how would it be explicable, in that case, that 
he should neglect to convey a salutation from these Christians 
of the capital? While, on the other hand, if the author was 
writing outside of Italy, the isolated expression of greeting 
from of amo THs “Itadias is simply explained on the supposi- 
tion, that in the place of his dwelling for the time being, a 
Christian church from which he could likewise send salutations 
did not yet at all exist. 

Against Paul as the author argue— 
(5) The style and manner of presentation characteristic of 

the epistle. Origen has already observed (vid. supra, p. 3), 
that every one who is a judge of the diversities of lancuage 
must admit that this writing is cvvOéce. ths NEEEws EAANUVI- 
k@tépa than the letters of Paul; and the same fact, even 

before his time, drew the attention of Clemens Alexandrinus 

(vid. supra, p. 2), as in general the widespread belief of 
antiquity in a Hebrew original of the epistle is based upon 
such divergency. But the epistle is distinguished not merely 
by a purer Greek,—with which are found mingled Hebraisms, 
for the most part only in the citations borrowed from the Old 
Testament,—it is also more perfectly rounded off into periods, 
and more rhetorical. Whereas Paul wrestles with the lan- 
guage in order to express in words the abundance of thoughts 
pouring in upon him, and irregularities of grammar, variations 
of structure, and anacoluthias are nothing rare with him, the 

language of the Epistle to the Hebrews always flows on in 
smooth facility. The harmonious symmetry of the sentences 
is preserved uninterrupted, even where parentheses of consider- 
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able extent are inserted (comp. vil. 20-22); nay, parenthesis 
is enclosed within parenthesis, and yet the writer steadily 

returns to complete the construction begun (comp. xii. 8-24). 
The greatest care is bestowed throughout upon euphony and 
musical cadence (comp. e.g. i. 1-4, vil. 1-3), upon the effective 

grouping of words (comp. eg. vu. 4), and even the use of 
particles and participles betrays throughout an acquaintance 
with the art of composition and a learned rhetoric. While 
the Apostle Paul is everywhere concerned only about the 
matter itself which he is presenting, never troubles himself 
about a fair form of its clothing in language, and with him even 
the most affecting outbursts of natural eloquence are never 
anything but the immediate product of the moment,—ain the 
Epistle to the Hebrews the endeavour after euphony and 
adornment of style extends even to the details of expression 
and the turns of the discourse. Where, for instance, the plain 
and simple pices, of which Paul regularly makes use, might 
have been placed without any difference of sense, the author 

of the Epistle to the Hebrews chooses just as regularly the 
fuller sounding pro@arodocia (11. 2, x. 35, xi. 26), and in 
accordance therewith makes use of opx@pocta (vii. 20, 21, 28), 

aiwatexyva la (ix. 22),and other sonorous compounds. Whilst, 
further, ¢g., the sitting of Christ at the right hand of God is 
indicated by Paul simply by év de£id tod Oeod KaOxjpevos (Col. 
iii. 1; comp. also Rom. viii. 34; Eph. i. 20), in the Epistle 
to the Hebrews the majestic formulas: é«a@icev év SeEa THs 
peyarwotyys év innrols (i. 3), éxaOicev év SeEa Tot Opovov 
TIS peyadkwovrns év Tots ovpavots (viii. 1), év SeEsa Tod Opovov 
Tod Oeod KexdOuxev (xii. 2), serve to express the same thought. 
Further, that which Paul predicates of Christ, in describing 

Him simply as edcw@v tod Oeod (2 Cor. iv. 4), or as eixwv Tod 
Oeod tod aopatov (Col. i. 15), or as év popdh Oeod irdpyov 
(Phil. ii, 6), is expressed by the author of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews in more carefully chosen language by means of the 
characteristic @v amatyacpa ths So&ns Kal YapaKTnp THS 

imoatacews Tod Oeov.\—As, however, the author of the Epistle 

1 Many further differences of language in details, in part connected with the 
fact that in the Epistle to the Hebrews the language is preponderantly rhetorical, 
with Paul preponderantly dialectic, see in Schulz, Der Brief an die Hebr., 
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to the Hebrews surpasses the Apostle Paul in respect of this 
external side of the diction, and of all writers of the New 

Testament comes nearest to a classical perfection,—in such 
wise that only some portions in Luke bear comparison there- 
with,—yet, on the other hand, he falls considerably behind the 

Apostle Paul in respect of the inner character of his mode of 
presentation. There is wanting to his argumentation that 
dialectic acuteness (comp. eg. xil. 25), to his sequence of 
thought that severe and firm connectedness (comp. ¢.g. iv. 14), 
to his expression that precision and definiteness (comp. eg. 
vii. 27), which are characteristic of the Apostle Paul. 

(4) Deviations from Paul are shown, further, in the 

doctrinal subject-matter of the epistle. Certainly in the 
main, and regarded as a whole, its fundamental doctrinal 
conception is the same as in the Pauline Epistles, as also in 
details it affords manifold notes of accord with the doctrinal 
presentation of the latter." Nevertheless, this dogmatic har- 
mony is not without peculiar, individual, independent colour- 
ing in the Epistle to the Hebrews.” The Apostle Paul regards 
as the most important fact in the history of salvation, the 
resurrection of Christ ; by this did the work of salvation first 
receive the divine sanction and attestation; by it was Christ 

Breslau 1818, p. 135 ff. ; Seyffarth, De ep. quae dicitur ad Hebr. indole maxime 
peculiari, Lips. 1821, p. 25 sqq. 

1 Comparisons of points of coincidence, which, however, stand in need of 

critical sifting, see in Fr. Spanhemius, De auctore epistolae ad Hebraeos (Opp. 
t. ii, Lugd. Bat. 1703, fol. p. 171 sqq.); Cramer, p. Ixix. sqq., xxx. sqq.; 
Petr. Hofstede de Groot, Disputatio, qua epistola ad Hebraeos cum Paulinis 
epistolis comparatur, Traj. ad Rhen. 1826, 8. 

? Yet on account of this independence to regard the epistle, with Riehm 
(Lehrbegriff des Hebrderbriefs, Ludwigsb. 1858, 1859, II. p. 861 ff.), after the 
example of R. Kostlin (Theol. Jahrbb. of Baur and Zeller, 1854, H. 4, p. 463 ff.), 

also Ritschl (Hntstehung der altkathol. Kirche, 2 Autl., Bonn 1857, p. 159 ff.) 
and Weiss (Studien u. Kritiken, 1859, H. 1, p. 142 ff.), as not the work of 

a writer of the Pauline school, but to discover in it a later stage of development 
of the primitive apostolic Judaeo-Christianity, is a proceeding not warranted by 
any sufficient ground. There is the less reason for such judgment, inasmuch as 
a very close personal connection of the author of the epistle with Paul and his 
disciples and fellow-labourers is conceded ; in the doctrinal conception of the 
epistle not only no contradiction of Paul is discovered, but, on the contrary, a 

higher agreement with him on all essential points ; and it is, moreover, taken 
for granted that the epistle arose through the incitement and under the influence 
of Paulinism, 
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first by a divine deed proved to be the Son of God. Of the 
death of Christ, therefore, Paul speaks almost always in con- 

nection with the resurrection. This importance, however, the 
resurrection of Christ has not for the author of the Epistle to 
the Hebrews. Only incidentally, in the invocation xi. 20, 
is it mentioned by him; in the body of the epistle, on the 
contrary, stress is laid exclusively upon the death of Christ 
and the heavenly high-priesthood, of which office the Saviour 
Christ, exalted to the right hand of God, is the occupant and 
fulfiller. In addition to this, the notion of wéorces is different 

with our author from what it is with Paul. Whereas with 
Paul the wéors involves an opposition to the vowos and the 
épya vouwov, and has its object in particular in Christ, the 

author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, on the other hand, 

understands thereby in general the believing, humble con- 
fiding in God’s grace and promises, in opposition to the seeing 
of their realizationn—a phase of the conception which but 
rarely (comp. 2 Cor. v. 7) is met with in Paul. It is, more- 
over, a remarkable fact that no reference is made to the parti- 

cipation of the Gentiles in the Messianic kingdom,—although 
the author must have entertained the same views as Paul on 
this point, inasmuch as he regards Judaism only as an imper- 
fect preparatory stage to Christianity, and demands a coming 
forth from the former, in order to become partakers of the 
blessings of the latter.—whence it seems to follow that the 

author found his life’s task not so much in the conversion of 
the Gentiles, as in the conversion of his Jewish kinsmen. 

Peculiar to this epistle is, further, the prevailing fondness for 
a typico-symbolic mode of contemplation, which is met with 

indeed in Paul’s writings (eg. Gal. iv. 21 ff.; 1 Cor. x. 1 ff), 

but yet only in isolated instances; and other peculiarities 
besides. Comp. Riehm, Zehrbegr. des Hebrierbr. I. p. 221 ff, 
385 ff, IL p. 632 ff, 821 ff.; Davidson, Introduction, I. 

p. 241 ff. . 
(5) Decisive against Paul are, further, the citations from 

the Old Testament. While Paul not merely makes use of the 

1 Comp. de Wette, ‘‘ Ueber die symbolisch-typische Lehrart des Briefes an die 
Hebr.” (in the Theologische Zeitschrift of Schleiermacher, de Wette, and Liicke, 

Heft 3, Berlin 1822, p. 1ff.). 
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LXX., but is also at home in the original Hebrew text, and 

often independently translates this for himself, for the most / 
part also cites with more or less freedom and from memory ; 
the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews follows the LXX. 
exclusively, and generally with great exactness. He even 
bases an argument upon its inaccurate renderings (comp. 
specially x. 5—7), in such wise that he can have possessed no 
knowledge of the Hebrew, or at any rate but a very unsatis- 
factory knowledge,—a fact which even in early times was not 
overlooked by the opponents of the Pauline origin of the 
epistle (comp. Jerome on Isa. vi. 9, Opp. ed. Martianay, 
t. il. p. 64: Pauli quoque idcirco ad Hebraeos epistolae 
contradicitur, quod ad Hebraeos scribens utatur testimoniis 
quae in Hebraeis voluminibus non habentur). The references 
in detail see in Bleek, Abtheil. 1, p. 338-369. 

(6) The author describes, ix. 1—5, the arrangement of the 
Jewish sanctuary, and presupposes (ver. 6) that this still con- 
tinues in its original form in the Jewish temple of his time. 
In so doing, however, he falls into divers historic errors (comp. 
the exposition), such as would have been impossible with 
Paul, who had lived a considerable time in Jerusalem. 

(7) If Paul were the author, he would not have deviated from 
his constant practice of mentioning his name in an address 
prefixed to the epistle. For a tenable ground for such deviation 
is not to be discovered. Comp. Bleek, Abth. 1, p. 295 ff. 

(8) Regarded in general, it is very improbable that Paul 
should have written an epistle to purely Judaeo-Christian 
congregations, to whom the epistle is, however, addressed (see 
sec. 2). For he would thereby have been untrue to his 
fundamental principle of not intruding into another man’s 
sphere of labour (Rom. xv. 20; Gal. 1. 9). 

“ The arguments enumerated are in their totality of such 
constraining force that we can feel no surprise if, upon every 
revival of the critico-scientific spirit in the church, doubts, too, 

with regard to the Pauline origin of the epistle should always 
be excited afresh, after they had long seemed to have died out. 
At the time of the Reformation, Cajetan and Erasmus within 
the Catholic Church declared themselves against the claim of 
Paul to the authorship of the epistle. The former was on 

Meryer.—HEs. Be 2 
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that account assailed by Ambrosius Catharinus ; the latter was 
compelled to defend himself against the Sorbonne, and the 
Council of Trent suppressed all further expression of a freer 
judgment, in decreeing the epistle to be the fourteenth epistle 
of Paul! Yet more decidedly was the Pauline authorship of 

the epistle denied by the Reformers. Luther separated the 
Epistle to the Hebrews from the letters of Paul in his editions 
of the New Testament, and placed it, with the Epistles of 

James and Jude and the Apocalypse, after “the right certain 
main books of the New Testament,” since those four books 

“of old time (vorzeiten) had another estimation put upon 
them.” “ First of all,” he says (see Walch, Thi. 14, p. 146 f), 
“that this Epistle to the Hebrews is not St. Paul’s or any 
other apostle’s, is shown thereby, that it stands in chap. 
ii. 3 thus: this doctrine has come down to us through those 
who themselves have heard it of the Lord. By this it is made 
clear that he speaks of the apostles as a disciple to whom 
such doctrine has come from the apostles, perhaps long after. 
For St. Paul, Gal. i. 1, powerfully attests that he has his 
gospel from no man, nor by man, but from God Himself. 
Besides this, it has a hard knot, in that it in chap. vi. 
and x. straightway denies and refuses repentance to sinners 
after baptism, and in xii. 17 says Esau sought repentance 
and yet did not find it. The which, as it sounds, seemeth to 
be against all gospels and epistles of St. Paul. And although 
one may make a gloss thereon, yet the words after all sound 
so clear, that I know not whether it will suffice. To me it 

seems that this is an epistle put together out of several parts, 
and not in regular order treating of one and the same thing. 
However this may be, it certainly is a wondrously fine epistle, 
which speaks in a masterly and solid way of the priesthood of 
Christ out of the Scriptures, and, moreover, finely and fully 
expounds the Old Testament. This is clear, that it comes 
from an excellent learned man, who was a disciple of the 
apostles, had learned much of them, and was firmly experienced 
in the faith and exercised in the Scripture. And though he, 

indeed, lays not the foundation of the faith, as he himself 

1 Fourth sitting of the 8th April 1546: Testamenti Novi... quatuordecim 
epistolae Pauli apostoli, ad Romanos... ad Philemonem, ad Hebraeos, 
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testifieth, chap. vi. 1, that which is the office of the apostles, 
—yet he builds thereon fine gold, silver, precious stones, as 
St. Paul says, 1 Cor. iii. 12. On that account we shall not 
be troubled if perchance a little wood, straw, or hay be there- 
with mingled, but receive such fine teaching with all honour, 
without being able to equal it in all respects to the apostolic 
epistles. Who wrote it, however, is unknown, and will indeed 
remain unknown for a while yet; but that is no matter. The 

doctrine shall content us, since this is so firmly based on and 
in the Scripture, and likewise shows a right fine grasp and 
measure for reading and handling the word of Scripture.” As 
Luther, so also Melanchthon, the Magdeburg Centuriators, 
Lucas Osiander, Balduin, Hunnius, and others, denied the 

Pauline origin of the epistle; and of the Reformed Church, 
Calvin, Beza, Jos. Scaliger, Dan. Heinsius, cum multis aliis." 

Later, however, even in the Protestant Church the supposition 
that Paul was the author became gradually again more general, 
and was after the beginning of the seventeenth century the 
ecclesiastically accepted opinion, from which only the 
Arminians and Socinians ventured to depart. A freer research 
was first set going again by Semler and Michaelis; it has 
almost universally decided unfavourably to Paul. Yet the 
theory of a directly Pauline origin has still found defenders in 

Storr, Hug, G. W. Meyer (in Ammon and Bertholdt’s A7vit. 
Journal der neuesten theol. Literat., Bd. i. St. 3, p. 225 ff), 
Heinrichs (but comp. the preface to the second edition), 
Hofstede de Groot (Disputatio, qua ep. ad Hebr. cum Paulinis 
cpp. comparatur, Traj. ad Rhen. 1826), Moses Stuart, Gelpke 
(Vindiciae originis Paulinac ad Hebraeos epistolae, nova ratione* 

1 Yet, while the Lutheran Church preserved in its symbols a freer position 
towards the canon, the Reformed Church in the Confessio Belgica (cap. iv, 
p. 171 sq., ed. Augusti. Comp. also the Helvetica of 1566, cap. xi. p. 25sq., 
xvi. p. 43, and the Bohemica of 1535, art. iv. p. 281, vi. p. 286, xx. p. 323) 

adopted the decision that Paul wrote fourteen epistles. 
? The nova ratio consists in the circumstantial demonstration that the Epistle 

to the Hebrews betrays an affinity to the writings of Seneca (!), mainly to his 

little book de Providentia, which reaches so deeply that it cannot have arisen by 
accident. It is thus in all probability due to a personal intercourse of the writer 
of the epistle with Seneca,—a fact which is applicable only in the case of Paul, 
who, according to a trustworthy early tradition, was brought into communication 
with Seneca, 
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tentatac, Lugduni Batav. 1832, 8.), Paulus, Stein, Bloomfield 

(Greek Testament, 9th ed. vol. ii, Lond. 1855, p. 572 ff), 
Biesenthal (Epistola Pauli ad Hebracos cum rabbinico Commen- 
tario, Berol. 1857; Ztschr. f. Luth. Theol. u. Kirche, 1866, 

H. 4, p. 616), J. Chr. K. v. Hofmann (Der Schriftbeweis, 
II. 2, 2 Aufl, Nordling. 1860, p. 105, 378; Die heil. 
Schrift neuen Testaments zusammenhdingend untersucht, Thi. 5, 
Nordl. 1873, p. 520 ff), Robbins Gn Park and Taylor’s 
Bibliotheca Sacra, vol. xviii., Andover 1861, July, p. 469 ff), 
W. Volck (in the Dorpat Zischr. fiir Theol. u. Kirche, Jahre. 

1869, Bd. 1. H. 4, p. 504 ff), J. B. M‘Caul (Zhe Epistle to 
the Hebrews in a Paraphrastic Commentary, with Illustrations 
JSrom Philo, the Targums, the Mishna and Gemara, the later 
Rabbinical Writers, etc, Lond. 1871, p. 4, 3829), Joh. 
Wichelhaus (Akadem. Vorless. iiber das N. T., herausgeg. v. A. 

Zahn, Halle 1875, p. 3 f.), and Jatho (Blicke in die Bedeutung 
des mosaischen Cultus, Hildesh. 1876, p. 1 ff.); while Woerner 
(Der Brief St. Pauli an die Hebriier. Ludwigsb. 1876, 
p- 253 f.) expresses himself with hesitation, and Guericke 
(Hinleitung in das N. Tf. p. 441), Delitzsch (in Rudelbach 
and Guericke’s Ztschr. f. d. Luth. Theol. 1849, p. 266, and 
in the commentary), Ebrard, and some others seek at least to 

trace back the epistle indirectly to Paul, inasmuch as they 
suppose it to have been written by his direction and under 
his oversight. But that this last modification also is an 
untenable and unjustified one, is evident. For, of a fact of 
this kind there must of necessity be some indication found in 
the epistle itself; whereas this writing everywhere gives the 
impression of an independent work of an independent Chris- 
tian teacher. So likewise, inasmuch as then, too, Paul would 

surely be the only representative of the subject-matter of the 
epistle, the meaning of such expressions as i. 3 and others 
would become more absolutely inexplicable. 

If the Epistle to the Hebrews can thus be neither directly 
nor indirectly a work of the Apostle Paul, the question 
further arises, whether the true author is still to be discovered 

with any degree of probability. The decision of some has 
been in favour of Barnabas, others of Luke, others of Clemens 

Romanus, others again of Silvanus, and others, finally, of Apollos. 
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Barnabas has been looked upon as the author by J. E. 

Chr. Schmidt (Histor.- Krit. Hinleit. in’s N. 7., Abth. 1, 

p 289 ff), Twesten Wogmatik, Bd. 1, 4 Aufl: ‘p: 95), 
Thiersch (De Epistolu ad Hebr. commentatio historica, Marb. 
1848, p. 11), Wieseler, Chronologie des apostolischen Zeitalters, 

Gotting. 1848, p. 504 ff; Untersuchung tiber den Hebrierbrief, 
namentlich seinen Verfasser u. seine Leser, 1 Hiilfte [Schriften 

der Universitit zu Kiel aus dem Jahre, 1860, 4, Bd. VII.; 

also printed separately, Kiel 1861, 8]), Adalb. Maier 
(Comment. wb. d. Br. an d. Hebr., Freib. im Br. 1861, 

p. 13 ff.), Ritschl (Zheol. Studd. u. Kritt. 1866, H. 1, p. 89), 
and Renan (L’Aniechrist, Paris 1873, p. xvii. f. 210 f.) 

According to Wieseler, of all the claims to the authorship, 

that of Barnabas is best vouched for by the tradition of 
antiquity. But in reality there remains only the single 
testimony (certainly a very definite one) of Tertullian (vide 
supra, p. 7) in favour of Barnabas. For that it was also 
held in the majority of churches of the East to be a work of 
Barnabas, cannot be inferred, with Wieseler (comp. already 
Ullmann, p. 391), from the words of Jerome (Epist. 129, ad 
Dardan., Opp. ed. Martianay, t, i. p. 608): lud nostris 

dicendum est, hane epistolam, quae inscribitur ad Hebraeos, 

non solum ab ecclesiis orientis sed ab omnibus retro ecclesi- 

asticis Graeci sermonis scriptoribus quasi Pauli apostoli 
suscipi ; licet plerique eam vel Barnabae vel Clementis arbi- 
trentur, et nihil interesse, cujus sit, quum ecclesiastici viri sit 

et quotidie ecclesiarum lectione celebretur. To supply a 

1 Yet Thiersch—and similarly Meier—assigns:also a part in the composition 
of the epistle to the Apostle Paul. Thiersch says, /.c. : ‘‘ Barnabam igitur, qui 
et ipse gentium fuit apostolus, et Paulum communi consilio et conjuncta opera 
literas illas claborasse existimo. Ita quidem ut in maxima parte Barnabas, vir 
ille dono prophetiae et fervore rapaxazecws insignis agnoscatur, epilogum vero 
Paulus sua manu adjecerit atque ita, concedente Barnaba, suam fecerit 
epistolam.” Comp. also Thiersch, Die Kirche im apostol. Zeitalter, Frankf. 
and Erlangen 1852, p. 197 ff. 

* Joh. Cameron is also named as a representative of this view. Bleek (Abth. 1, 
p- 261, note 364) refers to Cameron’s Quaestio ii. in Hp. ad Hebr., aud Ullmann 

(p. 389, note) to his Myrothecium Evangelicum. But in the latter work, at any 
rate, there is found no statement of this kind. In this Cameron usually speaks 
of the author as Apostolus, but certainly distinguishes him from the Apostle 
Paul. Comp. e.g. on Heb. vii. 18, ed. Salmur., 1677, 4, p. 270. 
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nostrorum to the plerique, with Tholuck and Delitzsch, out 

of the preceding nostris, is indeed impossible; plerique can 
receive its more precise definition only either from the last 
member of the sentence beginning with ab, or else from the 

two such members. But it is in an equal degree unjustifiable, 
in connection with the latter supposition, to assign vel 
Barnabae, in distinct separation, to the ecclesiae orientis, 

and vel Clementis to the Graeci sermonis scriptores, and then 
to help out the verdict thus gained—to wit, that the majority 
in the East traced the epistle indeed to Paul, but derived its 

present Greek form from Barnabas—with the conjecture “that 
the original tradition of those Eastern churches pointed to the 
sole authorship of Barnabas.” Mather is Jerome’s manner of 

expressing himself in the fore-cited passage in more than one 
respect inaccurate; inasmuch as he is, moreover, acquainted 

with Luke, as a third person who might be mentioned in the 
same category with Barnabas and Clement, and elsewhere is 
able to adduce only a single early authority im favour of the 
opinion that Barnabas composed the epistle, and this authority 
belonging not to the Eastern church, but to that of the West. 
The passage finds its corrective in the words of the Catalogus 
Scriptorum, c. 5 (Opp. ed. Martianay, t. iv. p. 1038 sq.): 
Epistola autem, quae fertur ad Hebraeos, non ejus creditur 
propter stil sermonisque distantiam, sed vel Barnabae juxta 
Tertullianum, vel Lucae evangelistae juxta quosdam, vel 
Clementis Romanae ecclesiae episcopi, quem ajunt ipsi 
adjunctum sententias Pauli proprio ordinasse et ornasse 
sermone,—according to which Jerome was acquainted only 
with Tertullian as the representative of the view that 
Barnabas wrote the epistle. If, further, Philastrius, Haer. 89, 

observes: Sunt alii quoque, qui epistolam Pauli ad Hebraeos 
non adserunt esse ipsius, sed dicunt aut Barnabae esse 

apostoli, aut Clementis de urbe Roma episcopi, it is likewise 
entirely unprovable that the aut Barnabae did not refer 
merely to Tertullian. In like manner it does not, of course, 

at all follow, from the fact that the Epistle to the Hebrews is 
placed after the Pastoral Epistles in the Peshito, that the 

early Syrian Church regarded the epistle as the work of none 
other than Barnabas. It is, in the last place, a mere assertion 
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when we are told that in the Versus seribturarum sanctarum 

an ancient stichometric catalogue of the sacred writings of 
the O. and N. T., which is preserved to us, inserted in the 
Codex Claromontanus between the Epistle to Philemon and 
that to the Hebrews (comp. Cod. Claromontanus, ed. Tischen- 
dorf, Lips. 1852, 4, p. 468 sq.)—the Epistle to the Hebrews 
bears the name of an Zpistola Barnabae. (So first Credner in 
the Theol. Jahrbb. 1857, p. 307 ff. ; Gesch. des Neutest. Kanon., 

Berl. 1860, p. 175 ff.) That catalogue presents only the 
words: Barnabae epist. ver. DCCCL; it simply mentions, 
therefore, the Epistle of Barnabas, and adds how many verses 

or lines (stichot) it contains. The supposition is thus only 
natural, that the same writing is meant which elsewhere in 
the early church bears the name of the Epistle of Barnabas, 
and in the Codex Sinaiticus is bound up with the canonical 
books of the New Testament. Nay, this supposition is raised 
entirely beyond doubt by the fact that, in addition to the 
“Barnabae epist.,” and on the same level therewith, the 
Pastor, the Actus Pauli, and the Revelatio Petri, thus 

writings which in later time were just as little reckoned 
among the canonical books (the “sanctae scribturae” of the 
catalogue) as the Epistle of Barnabas, are likewise enumerated 
and stichometrically defined in this catalogue. Moreover, the 
Epistle to the Hebrews, if this had been thought of in 

connection with the “Barnabae epist.,” must at least have 
been denoted by the reading Barnabae ad Hebracos epist.; as 
also Tertullian (comp. p. 7) did not deem the addition ad 
Hebracos, for the designation of our Epistle to the Hebrews, 
redundant. It is true the assertion has been made, that the 

number of lines mentioned points to the Epistle to the 
Hebrews. But we should be permitted to make a deduction 
from this number of lines, only in case the number of lines 
for the several books of the New Testament were a fixed one 
in the mss. It is, however, an altogether wavering and 

changing one. Thus the accounts of the lines for the Epistle 
to the Hebrews (comp. Tischendorf, N. T. ed. 7, P. i 
p- 596) vary between the numbers 703 and 830. Not one 
of these numbers reaches the sum of 850 mentioned in the 
catalogue. If, therefore, we are to make any deduction at 
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all from these data, we must rather suppose that the number 

850 is much more favourable to the epistle otherwise known 
as the Epistle of Barnabas than to our Epistle to the 
Hebrews, since the former exceeds the latter in extent by 
about a third. (In the Codex Sinaiticus the Epistle of 
Barnabas occupies 534 columns, and the Epistle to the 

Hebrews 402.) It is asserted, further, that the Barnabae 

epist. of the catalogue must be regarded as the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, because it has obtained a place in the enumeration 
before the Revelation of John and the Acts of the Apostles, 
and so by the intervention of the two latter writings is 
separated from the Pastor, the Actus Pauli, and the Levelatio 

Petri. But this order of enumeration does not warrant such 
conclusion, any more than a special mark of design is to be 
discovered in the unusual order of mentioning the Epistles to 
the Colossians and Philemon only after the Pastoral Epistles, 
which is observed in the same catalogue. The consideration 
that, if our view be correct, the Epistle to the Hebrews has 
been entirely passed over without mention in the catalogue, 
can present no difficulty. We need not even suppose that 
the mention thereof has been overlooked in consequence of a 
mere blunder in copying. This is indeed possible, since the 
Epistles to the Thessalonians and that to the Philippians 
have for a like reason been passed over unmentioned, and 
otherwise the negligence of the copyist displays itself in the 
catalogue, in the fact that the two Epistles of Peter, eg., bear 

therein the appellations ad Petrum I. and ad Petrum IL. 
The non-mention of the Epistle to the Hebrews is rather to 
be explained simply from the fact, well known from other 
sources, that this epistle was not invested with any canonical 
authority in the early church of the West, from which this 
catalogue comes down to us. — Favourable to the claim of 
Barnabas might appear the historic incident of his receiving 
this his name (uios mapaxAyjoews), according to Acts iv. 36, 
on account of his gifts of prophetic or spiritual utterance, 
with which the eloquent language of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews might be shown to accord. Nor would there be 
anything directly opposed to such view in the circumstance 
that in Acts xiii. 9 ff, 16 ff, xiv. 9 ff, not Barnabas but Paul 
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is described as the chief speaker, and that consequently the 
former is in Acts xiv. 12 compared to Zeus; the latter, on 

the other hand, to Hermes. For although the Epistle to the 
Hebrews is superior in point of diction to the Pauline 
Epistles, a greater facility of graceful writing does not of neces- 
sity argue a greater facility of oral discourse. In favour of 
Barnabas, might, further, his birth in Cyprus be supposed to 

plead, and consequently—since Cyprus was in various ways 
connected with Alexandria—the Alexandrian type of thought 
which appears in the epistle would not be inappropriate to 

him. But absolutely decisive against Barnabas is the fact 
that, according to Acts iv. 36, 37, he was a Levite, and must 

have long time dwelt in Jerusalem, since he even possessed 
land there. He must therefore have been more accurately 

informed with regard to the inner arrangements of the temple 

in Jerusalem at that time than was the case with the author 
of our epistle." For the temple at Jerusalem is meant (see 
sec. 2), and not that at Leontopolis in Egypt, as Wieseler 
supposes. 

Luke has been frequently regarded even in early times as 

at least the translator or the penman of the epistle; and a 
share in the work of its composition has been ascribed to him 
by Hug (in the later editions of his Hinleit. in’s N. T.), and 
more recently Delitzsch (in Rudelb. and Guericke’s Zeitschr. 
fiir die Inth. Theol. 1849, H. 2, p. 272 ff, and in the 
Kommentar zum Hebr.-Br. p. 704) and Ebrard, as also J. V. 
Dollinger (Christenthum u. Kirche in der Zeit der Grundlegung, 

Regensb. 1860, p. 86), inasmuch as the first-named attributes 
to him the linguistic garb of the epistle, and the others assign 
to him the elaboration of the thoughts furnished to him by 
the Apostle Paul. As the independent composer, on the 
other hand, Luke has been regarded by Grotius and S. Crell 
(in the pseudonymous writing, Artemonti initium ev. Joannis 
ex antiquitate ceclesiastica restitutum, P. 1, 1726, 8, p. 98); 

and Delitzsch also (comp. his commentary on the Ep. p. 707) 

1 If the so-called Epistle of Barnabas were genuine, the diversity of character 
between that and the Epistle to the Hebrews would likewise form a decisive 
counter-argument against the claim of Barnabas. But the genuineness of that 
epistle is, to say the least, doubtful. 
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now holds this view to be at least possible. To the Pauline 
Christian Luke, certainly the self-characterizing of Heb. 1. 3 

is appropriate (comp. Luke i. 2), as well as the purer Greek 
and the more skilful formation of periods. There are also to 
be discovered certain peculiarities In the phraseology — to 
which Grotius already calls attention—-which are met with 
only in the writings of Luke and in the Epistle to the 
Hebrews. Nevertheless, these points of contact are only of a 

subordinate nature, whilst side by side with them a thorough 
diversity of style and presentation is to be observed. In Luke, 
where he writes independently, there is displayed a mere 
smoothness in the flow of the language; in the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, on the other hand, a self-conscious majesty of rhetoric 
reveals itself. Moreover, there is nothing in Luke to corre- 
spond to the Alexandrian-Jewish spirit of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews. The proof which Delitzsch has recently sought to 
establish in his commentary—namely, that the most decided 
similarity as regards the choice of words and the construction 
of the sentences connects the Epistle to the Hebrews with 

the writings of Luke, nay, that even in characteristic points 

of doctrine a striking coincidence is to be observed between 
the respective writings—was therefore predestined to failure. 
The evidence for his assertion has been scattered by Delitzsch 
through his whole commentary; and it almost seems as 
though this, for the reader and critic highly inconvenient 
mode of proceeding, had been chosen under the unconscious 
feeling that the evidence was not in a position to admit of 
synoptical classification, without in such case at once being 
laid bare in all its weakness. For, so soon as we critically 

sift that which has been unceritically piled together by 
Delitzsch; so soon as we separate therefrom that which is not 
exclusively peculiar to Luke and the Epistle to the Hebrews; 
so soon as we also put out of the account that which Luke 
has only taken up out of the sources employed by him, and 
cease to lay any weight upon isolated expressions and turns 
of discourse which were the common property either of the 
Greek language in general, or of the later Greek in particular, 
and are only accidentally present in Luke and the Epistle to 
the Hebrews,—there is nothing whatever left of an actual 
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affinity, such as must of necessity admit of being traced out 
between works of the same author. That, namely, on which 
Delitzsch founds his argument is the following: 

The particle re, i. 3, and frequently, is but rarely found in 
the N. T. save in the writings of Paul, and more especially of 
Luke. — The middle vove?cOaz, i. 3, is a favourite one with 

Paul, and particularly so with Luke. It is here similarly 

used, as, eg.,in Sejoess trovetcGat, Luke v. 33; Phil. i. 4; 
1 Tim. ii. 1; «omerov mrotetc@ar, Acts vill. 2; avaBornv pnoe- 

pilav TotcOar, Acts xxv. 17.— mapa, after the comparative, 
i. 4, is also not foreign to Luke (Luke iii. 13). — 66 i. 13, in 

the third place, as Luke xv. 17; Acts xxvii. 14; Gal. iii. 23. 

—Tpocéyew Tevi, ii. 1, like wpocéyew tots Nadovpévoss, 

Acts xvi. 14. — Ta adkovoGévta, ii. 1, is the word of salva- 
tion, which in the Epistle to the Hebrews is nowhere called 
evayyedtov, as also Luke in his writings (with the exception 
of Acts xv. 7, xx. 24) loves to express the idea of evayyédcor 
by various forms of periphrasis. — suvvevimaptupety, ii. 4, is 
formed after the manner of cuvemritiPec@at, Acts xxiv. 9. — 

moukinar duvdpers, ii. 4, has its analogon in Acts ii. 22 (comp. 
2 Thess. ii. 9). — dcapaptvpec @az, ii. 6, is specially frequent 
in Luke, eg. Acts xx. 23, xxiii. 11.— The construction év 

yap T® «.7.X., li. 8, corresponds entirely to that of Acts xi. 15. 
— apxnyos, i. 10, xii. 2, is the name which Jesus bears also 

in Acts i. 15, v. 31.— catapyeiy, 11. 14, a favourite word 

with Paul, is found besides in the N. T. only in Luke xiii. 7. 
— 5n7rov, ii. 16, occurs, it is true, only here in the N. T.; 

but yet 6%, which also is rare in the N. T., occurs with the 
greatest comparative frequency in Luke ii. 7. The colouring 
of the expression is thoroughly Lucan. The 6ev, which is 
met with six times in the Epistle to the Hebrews, is foreign ' 
to the letters of Paul, but occurs Acts xxvi. 19. ‘Opoto- 

O7vac is employed exactly as Acts xiv. 11 in the cry of the 
men of Lystra. ‘“INdoKxec@ase has in Luke xviii. 13 its 
single parallel in the N. T. Kata ravra is, Acts xvii. 22, 
certainly to no less extent Lucan than Pauline. Ta mpos 
@eov occurs, indeed, elsewhere only v. 1 and Rom. xv. 17; 

but at Luke xiv. 32, xix. 42, Acts xxviii. 10 (comp. also Luke 
xly. 28, Acts xxi. 30, according to the textus receptus), Ta 
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mpos is likewise found as a current form of expression. — 
dvvac@az, ii. 18, here, as with few exceptions throughout 
the Epistle to the Hebrews, construed with the infinitive 
aorist, just as in Luke i. 20, 22, 11. 8, v. 12, and often. — 

métwovOev Teipac ets, li. 18, has again its parallels in Luke ; 

inasmuch as, according to Acts xx. 19, sufferings, as such, are 

meipacuot; and according to Luke xxii. 28, the sufferings of 
the Lord in particular were so.—pértoyozs, iii. 1, vi. 4, is 

found elsewhere in the N. T. only Luke v. 7.— cartavoetp, 

iii. 1, x. 24, is a favourite word with Luke, eg. xii. 24, 27, and 

often; comp. especially Acts xi. 6.— The yap, ili. 16, accen- 

tuating the question, is equally Lucan, Acts xix. 35, viii. 31, 
as Pauline, 1 Cor. xi. 22. aA’ ol, iii. 16, is placed as in 

Luke xvii. 7 f.; comp. adda ti, Matt. xi. 7-9. — érayyer/a, 
in the signification of assurance, promise, iv. 1, is of most 
frequent occurrence with Luke and Paul; and the combination 
with the bare infinitive, instead of tod efoeAGetv, which recurs 

xi. 15, is like that of Acts xiv. 5.— evayyertlec@az, iv. 2, 
used passively of the persons to whom glad tidings are pro- 
claimed, is common to the Epistle to the Hebrews with Luke 
vii. 22, xvi. 16.— Kaitou, iv. 3, is a particle, attested also 

Acts xiv. 17, xvii. 27, as well as xairouye and xaiye. — aro 
KaTaBoAhs Koopou, iv. 5, ix. 26, is not met with in the 
LXX., but is found in Luke xi. 50, and often elsewhere in the 

N. T. — With fv 0 Novos Tod Oeod, iv. 12, we may com- 
pare, in addition to 1 Pet. i. 23, also Acts vii. 38 (Aoysa COvTa) ; 
and Towatepos vi7rép, iv. 12, is construed as Luke xvi. 8. — 

év@upnoecs, iv. 12, occurs elsewhere only Acts xvii. 29; 

Matt. ix. 4, xl. 25. — «pareity, iv. 14, vi. 18, with the geni- 

tive, as Luke viii 54.— Of doc@éveras, iv. 15, mention is 
made in Luke v.15 and other places; comp. Matt. viii. 17. 
—weptketcOal rt, Vv. 2, is found elsewhere in the N. T. 

only Acts xxvii. 20.— The construction éddfacev yevn- 
O@jvac, v. 5, is similar to that of Luke ii. 1; Acts xi 25, 
xv. 10; Col. iv.6.—xa€as kcal év étépo, v. 6, is similar to 

the reading of Acts xiii. 55.— peta kpavyfs ioxupas Kat 
Saxpvor, v. 7, reproduces the most salient features with 
which precisely Luke (xxii. 39-46) describes the agony of 

prayer in the garden, as these now force themselves upon the 
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mind. —In the use of evAaPeva, v. 7, and evrAaPeta Baz, 

the Epistle to the Hebrews coincides in a characteristic way 
with the usage of Luke (apart from Acts xxiil. 10).— azo, 
v. 7, is employed exactly as in Luke xix. 3, xxiv. 41; Acts 
xii. 14, xx. 9, xxii. 11. — On aituos, v. 9, we have to com- 

pare apynyos, ii. 10; Acts iii. 15, v. 31.— PépecO@az, vi. 1, 
expresses the idea of external impulse and forward pressing 
urgency, as Acts ii, 2.—0 Adyos TOD XptoTod, iv.1, as 6 
Aoyos ToD Kupiou or Tod Beod = TO evayyédov, most frequently 
in the writings of Luke, who hardly ever uses evaryryédov. 

—-The construction petadvora amo, vi. 1, is Lucan, Acts 
vill. 22; moreover, meatevery emi Tov Oeov or Tov KUpLoD, 

which is not entirely foreign to Paul’s writings, Rom. iv. 
5, 24, is found with Luke, as well as muotevewy els, at least 

more ordinarily than with any other N. T. writer, Acts ix. 42, 
xi. 17, xvi. 31, xxii. 19; and as to the thing intended, Acts 

xx. 21 is similar to Heb. vi. 1, inasmuch as in the former 

place tiv efs Peov petavocay is employed with as little appa- 
rent significance, and as really deep significance, as in the 
latter place riotews él Oedv.— With reference to the delinea- 
tion of the sin against the Holy Ghost, chap. vi. and x., the 
Epistle to the Hebrews has its immediate parallel in Luke 
xii. 8-10.— éwé with a genitive, after a verb of motion, 
vi. 7, as Acts x. 11, and frequently. — ed@erTos, vi. 7, is in 
the N. T. a word of Luke’s, xiv. 35, ix. 62.—JIn vi. 9 also 

we hear the language of Luke. For as 7 éyopévn, Luke 
xiii. 33, Acts xx. 15, xxi. 26, xiii. 44, denotes the day imme- 

diately following, so too éyopeva cartnpias, that which 
stands in immediate connection with the salvation, which has 

refererrce to the salvation.— The classic €yerv with a follow- 
ing infinitive, vi. 13, is Lucan, Luke vi. 42, xii. 4; Acts iv. 14, 

xxv. 26. Considering the Lucan form of the expression, it 

is doubly noteworthy that allusion is made precisely in Luke’s 
writings, as well Luke i. 73 as Acts vii. 17, to the solemn 
confirmation of the promise by an oath, Gen. xxii. 16 (comp. 
xxiv. 7).— «al ovtws, vi. 15, is used as Acts vii. 8, xxvii. 
44, xxviii. 14, and also frequently with Paul.— The pév 

solitarium, vi. 16, belongs to the number of the not rare ana- 
coluths, as well of Luke, eg. Acts i. 1, as of Paul, eg. Rom. 
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xi. 13 f. — Bovndy, vi. 17, of God’s gracious will, is an ex- 
pression current with Luke, vii. 30, Acts 11. 23, and frequently. 
With Paul, only Eph. i. 11.— On wpayparta, vi. 18, we 
have to compare rpaypata, Luke i. 1.— catadevyeur, vi. 18, 
is found also Acts xiv. 6.— watptapyys is a Hellenistic word, 
and in the N. T. Lucan; it occurs elsewhere only Acts ii. 29, 

vii. 8, 9. — ‘epateda, vil. 5, the epistle has in common with 

Luke i. 9 (comp. i. 8: lepatevewv).—TodT’ EotLV, KTH, 
vil. 5, is a Hebraistic mode of expression, as Acts 11. 80, — 
peaptupeta Gaz, vii. 8, xi. 2, is a favourite expression as well 

in the Acts, vi. 3, x. 22, xvi. 2, xxii. 12, as mm the Epistle to 

the Hebrews. It is found, besides, only once with Paul and 

once with John. — avictac@az, vil. 11, to be set up by God 
apon the theatre of history, as Acts iii. 22, vii. 37; and accord- 
ing to the ordinary interpretation, also Acts xill. 32. — mpoce- 
yey Tei, vil. 13, as 1 Tim. iv. 18, comp. Acts xx. 28.— 

eés, vil. 14, as Acts ii. 25; Eph. v. 32.—ets To wavtenés, 
vu. 20, is found again in the N. T. only Luke xii. 11. — 
The dvdayxnv éyew conjoined with the infinitive, vii. 27, is 

Lucan, Luke xiv. 18, xxiii. 17; while Luke in the Gospel 
and Acts employs, instead of avagépecy in the sense of offer- 
ing, the expression wpoodépecy, likewise usual in our epistle. 
— ar Otros, viii. 2, the epistle has in common with Luke 

xvi. 11 and the three Johannine writings, and besides these 
only 1 Thess. 1. 9.— AaTpevery, viii. 5, is specially frequent 
in the writings of Luke.— The passive use of ypyparti- 
fea Oar, viil. 5, is found also in Acts x. 22, Luke ii. 26, and 

twice in Matt.— To the passage of Scripture cited, viii. 5, 
Stephen refers in Acts vil. 44. This is again to be noted as 

a Lucan parallel. — dpepu7ros, viii. 7, passively, as Luke i. 6, 
and everywhere in the N. T.— The mode of expression, 
Entetv tomoyv, viii. 7 (comp. Torov evpicxeww, xii. 17), is 
similar to that of rovrov Nap Pavew, Acts xxv. 16; Tézov Sid0vae, 
Rom. xi. 19. — é€wexeto Gar, ix. 10, with the subsidiary idea 
of pressing and burdening, as Acts xv. 10, 28.— With 
méxpt Katpod dtopOaceas, ix. 10, we have to compare Acts 

xxiv. 8, where the text wavers between diopAwudtwv and 
«abopOwpatwv.— Tapaytyvec Oat, ix. 11, is the usual word 
for historic self-presentation and presence, Luke xii. 51; Matt. 
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ui. 1; 1 Mace. iv. 46.—o0v yespomornjroy, ix. 11, 24, isa 

word of Luke’s in like connection, Acts vil. 48, xvii. 24, — 

To To tOsov aima, ix. 12, xiii. 12, a parallel is presented in 
Acts xx. 28. —Adtpaces, ix. 12, is, along with drodvtpwars, 
a word of Luke’s, Luke i. 68, ii. 38; comp. amodvTpwors, 
Luke xxi, 28 (in the usage of Paul the only word); Avtpodc Aan, 
Luke xxiv. 21; AvTpwTrs, Acts vii. 35. — ded, ix. 14, of the 

inner principle, just as Acts 1. 2, xi, 28, xxi. 4.—— The mode 
of expression, NaBety tiv éTrayyenriay, ix. 15, xi. 13, in the 

sense of the taking to oneself the very blessing promised, the 
epistle has in common with Acts i. 33.— As to ix. 15, the 
most apt N. T. linguistic parallel is Acts xiii. 38 f., so also in 
expression and thought everything is Lucan. To be compared 
is Acts ili. 25; Luke xxii. 29 f.— On todro To aia, ix. 20, 

which, as seems probable, consciously or involuntarily refers 

to the words of the Supper, we have to observe that in these 
the éoriy is wanting only with Luke, xxii. 20; although they 
read similarly in Matt. and Mark. — ocyedov, ix. 22, occurs 
only twice besides in the N. T., and precisely with Luke, Acts 
xill. 44, xix. 26. On each occasion it stands in immediate con- 

nection with mas. — dgecus, sc. dwapti@v, ix. 22, commonly 
met with in Luke’s writings. —To aiwatexyvucta, ix. 22, 
TO UTép tuwav éxyvvopevov, Luke xxii. 20 (comp. xi. 50), forms 
verbally and really the most natural parallel. — éugdaviferr, 
ix. 24, xi. 14, is a word common to the Epistle to the Hebrews, 

and especially Luke, who employs it as well in the significa- 
tion “make known,” Acts xxiii. 22, as “present oneself, ap- 
pear,” Acts xxiv. 1 (= éudavifew Twi éavrov = éudaiver Oar). 
—atoxkelacOat, ix. 27, is in the N. T. common to Luke 

xix. 20; with Paul, Col. i. 5; 2 Tim. iv. 8.—é« Sdeurépou, 
ix. 28, as Acts x. 15, xi. 9, and elsewhere. — The construc- 

tion of mwavec@a: with the participle, x. 2, for the rest the 
usual one, is the same as Acts v. 42, ov« éravovto didacKorTes. 
— avatpetpy, x. 9,is a favourite word with Luke.— repve- 

Aetv, x. 11, as Acts xxvii. 20, wepinpetto aca €dris.— 

mapofvomos, x. 24, is found elsewhere in the N. T. only Acts 

xv. 39, there in a good sense, and here in a bad sense. — 
Timwpta, x. 29, is found only here in the N. T.; to be com- 
pared, however, is Acts xxii. 5, xxvi. 11.— ra trdpyxovra, 
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x. 34, with the genitive, as eg. Luke xi. 21 (with the dative, 
c.g. Luke viil. 3). — mpocdéyeoOas, x. 34, of willing recep- 
tion, as e.g. Luke xv. 2. — trap£ts, x. 34, 1s a word of Luke's, 
Acts ii. 45.— etvae Teves, x. 39, with personal subject and 
genitive of the property, as Luke ix. 55 (Rec); Acts ix. 2. 
— The infinitive with rov, xi. 5, a not unclassic form of ex- 

pression, is in the N. T. specially peculiar to Luke. — é«{n- 
reiv, xi. 6, as Acts xv. 17; Rom. iii. 11.— The construction 
ie mov with the aia, xi, 8)is as Acts xx: 16> ecais, 

. 36, and frequently elsewhere. — rapoxnoev, xi. 9, is 

Trt to mapoixety 7AOev, of which the style of Luke 

presents not a few examples. Apart from the most similar 
passage, Luke xxiv. 18, mapouxeis ets ‘Iepovcadnm, where this 
reading is too ill attested, we have to compare Acts vu. 4, 
els pv Duets vov KaTotKelte; xii. 19, ets tv Karodpecay dvétpe- 
Bev; Luke xi, 7; Acts viii. 40, and xviii. 20, xixi 22) Wee: 

—THs éTmayyedlas THS avTHs, xi. 9, is written instead of 

THs avTHs érayy., as elsewhere only Luke ii. 8. — Correspond- 
ing to the cat avT) Sappa, xi. 11, there is found also in 
Luke «al avdros in like position with proper names, Luke 
xx. 42, cat avtos Aavid; xxiv. 15, cat adros Inoods ; comp. 
Acts viii. 13, Siuov cal avros. — For the combination évva- 

ws ets, xi. 11, only Luke v. 17, Sdvapis Kupiov Av eis TO 
iacOat avtovs. — The 610 Kai, xi. 12, xiii. 12, bringing cause 
and effect, means and end, reason and consequence into very 
close reciprocal relation, is equally Lucan (Luke i. 35; Acts 
x. 29, xiii. 35) as Pauline. —aqroOvncoxeuy, xi. 21, to lie 
a-dying, as Luke viii. 42. — aotevovp, xi. 23, comp. dotelov TO 
Oded, Acts vii. 20.— és, xi. 30, of the space of time, as Luke 

iv. 25; Acts xiii. 31, xix. 10.— The mode of expression épyad- 
CecOat Stxavocvrny, xi. 33, recurs also Acts x. 35 (comp. 
Jas. i, 20). — The phrase oropa payalpas, xi. 34, is Lucan, 

Luke xxi. 24. — To the tva xpelttovos avactacews TVX a- 

atv, xi. 35, a parallel is presented by tuyyave avactacews, 
Luke xx. 35. — The heightening ére 6é, xi. 36, is met with also 
Luke xiv. 26; Acts ii, 26.—totepovpevor, xi. 87, is 
used absolutely, as in Luke xv. 14; Phil. iv. 12, al.— We 
are reminded as well by wapadxAnous as by dtadréyertas, 
xii. 5, of Luke in the Acts. There we meet with mapa- 
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KkAnats of apostolic address, going to the heart, Acts xiii. 15, 

xv. 31 (comp. also 1 Tim. iv. 13); there also dvadéyer@au, in 
the inchoative sense: “ to open a conversation, to enter upon 

it,’ is the constant word for the standing up of Paul among 

the Jews, Acts xvii. 2, 17, xviii. 4, and often besides. — On 

Hts Staréyertas, xii. 5, we have to compare Luke xi. 49: 
» copia Tod Oeod cimev.— weTarapPBavery, xii. 10, is (be- 
sides 2 Tim. ii. 6) the word common to the Epistle to the 

Hebrews and the Acts for “to become possessed of,” 2.e. to 
come into the enjoyment or possession of a thing. — dé warA- 
Nov, xii. 13, as Luke x. 20 (fec.).— The combination pifa 
meKplas, xii. 15, comp. yor muxpias, Acts viii. 23; and the 

verb €voydetv, Luke vi. 18 (according to A B L, al.), comp. 
oxyde, Acts v, 16; and wapevoyneiv, Acts xv. 19, is Lucan. 

—The accus. cum infin. ph TpoctePHvat adtois Noyor, 
xii. 19, governed by the wapynt7cavTo, employed, as ver. 25, 
Acts xxv. 11,in the sense of “ begging off from, declining with 

entreaty” (pure Greek, with jy in the infinitive clause), 
resembles Luke xx. 27. —évtpopos, xii. 21, is found else- 

where in the N. T. only Acts vii. 32, xvi. 29. —‘Iepovcanrnjp, 
xi. 22, is the form of the name with Luke, Paul, and in the 

Apocalypse. — dmoyeypappevov év ovpavois, xii. 23, has 

its parallel in Luke x. 20: ta ovopata tuav éypadn év Tois 
ovpavois; and the verb amoypddeo Oa, in Luke ii. 1, 3, 5. 
—éyor, xii. 26, the Hebrew “IOND, is employed as in Luke 

1. 63, and frequently in the N. T., specially with Luke. — The 
neuter plural of the subject, ta «7 cadXevopeva, xii. 27, is 

combined with the singular of the predicate petvy, as Acts 
i. 18, xxvi. 24; and the perfect is followed by the subjunctive 
(conjunctive) aorist, as eg. Acts ix. 17. — éyeuv yapuyr, xii. 28, 
to cherish and manifest gratitude, as Luke xvii. 9; 1 Tim. i. 12; 

2 Tim. i. 3.— The conception in the exhortation, xiii. 7, is 
out and out Lucan. For 7yovpmevor is the Lucan appellative 
of the leaders of the congregation, Acts xv. 22, comp. Luke 

xxi. 26, elsewhere only Heb. xiii. 17, 24. Paul says simi- 
larily, wpoitorapyevot, 1 Thess. v. 12. Then radreiv tov 
NOvyov tod Oeod is the ordinary Lucanic expression for the 

preaching of the gospel, Acts iv. 31, viii. 25, xiii. 46, and 
often. The verb dva@ewpety, of continued penetrating con- 

Mryer.—Hes. Cc 
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templation, occurs again, outside of the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
only Acts xvii. 23. And for €«Bacus (1 Cor. x. 13), of the 
end of life, or as it is here designedly termed, of the walk, 
Luke has at least the synonymous expressions é£060s, Luke 

ix. 31, and aduéis, Acts xx. 29.— advawTtenés, xiii. 17, does 
not occur elsewhere in the N. T., but AvowreAc? is found Luke 

xvii. 2.— wetOopueOa, xiii. 18, is Lucan, according to Acts 
xxvil. 26. — évwruov tod Oeod, xii. 21, is with Luke, much 

more than with Paul, a favourite expression, and to the pre- 

face to the wish (ver. 20) there is no more fitting parallel 
than Acts xx. 28, where the church of the Lord is, as here, 

designated as a flock which He has purchased by His own 
blood. — xiii. 22 is altogether Lucan: advéyeaOas, to give a 
patient, willing hearing, Acts xviii, 14, comp. 1 Cor. xi. 4; 
Noyos wapaxrAnoews, Acts xiii, 15; émreorédAresy (like 

mittere), to write a. letter, elsewhere only Acts xv. 20, xxi. 25. 

— The drodveuy, not occurring with Paul, is employed in the 
style of Luke, as well of release from custody or prison (apart 
from Luke xxii. 68, xxiii. 16 ff, eg. Acts i. 18, iv. 21), as 

of official delegation, Acts xiii. 3, xv. 30 (for which Paul has 
méutrewy ; e.g. 2 Thess. iii. 2); solemn dismission, Acts xv. 33 ; 
and in general, dismissal, Acts xix. 41, xxiii, 22.— ot dio 
THS “Itandias, xiii. 24, denotes the Italiotes, according to 

the usage of Luke, Acts x. 23, 38, xii. 1, xvii. 13, xxi. 27. 

That which Delitzsch adduces besides (in the commentary, 
p. 705 f.) in favour of Luke as the penman of the Epistle to 
the Hebrews, and in favour of a joint-participation of the 
Apostle Paul in the composition thereof, namely—(1) that the 
worldly calling of Luke as a physician (Col. iv. 14) is in 
striking keeping with the conformation of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, inasmuch as this, so to speak, contains an anatomic 

(iv. 12 f.), a dietetic (v. 12-14), and a therapeutic passage 
(xii. 12 f.), and much besides which would seem appropriate 
to the pen of a physician; as, eg., the use of v@Opos, v. 11, 
vi. 12; Bpwopara cab ropata (as with Hippocrates, ed. Littré, 
i. 622, iv. 380), in connection with which it might perhaps 
be observed that ézyeupev, as employed Luke i. 1, 1s a 
favourite word of Hippocrates; (2) that it is hardly accidental 
that the Epistle to the Hebrews, according to its earliest 
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location, followed immediately upon the Epistle to Philemon, 
among the last words of which occurs the name of Luke; (3) 
that it is hardly accidental, that just where the author of the 
Acts begins to relate with “we” (xvi. 10), the account of the 
association of Timothy with Paul has preceded; and, finally, 
(4) that it is hardly accidental that the Epistle to the Hebrews 
begins in a manner so strongly alliterating on the name 
ITAYAOX,—all these are arguments which ought not to have 
been found at all, in a work which lays claim to a scientific 
character. 

Fully decisive against Luke is the consideration that he, 
according to Col. iv. 14 as compared with Col. iv. 11, was a 
Gentile-Christian,' whereas, as is universally admitted, the 

author of the Epistle to the Hebrews can only have been a 
born Jew. That this counter-moment is not to be set aside 
by the shift of Delitzsch (in the dissertation, p. 274), to the 
effect that Luke, as is made manifest in his other writings, 
had “enough lived himself into that which was Jewish and 
Christian” to be able to compose the epistle “ in accordance 
with the hints” of Paul, is self-evident. 

1If J. N. Tiele (in the Theol. Studien und Kritiken, 1858, H. 4, p. 753 ff.) 

has sought to prove from the many Hebraisms in the writings of Luke that he 
must have been a Jew by birth, that is altogether wide of the truth, since those 
Hebraisms in Luke are to be set down only to the account of the sources from 
which he draws. — Delitzsch also (in the commentary, p. 705) now holds that 

the deduction of Luke’s Gentile origin, made from Col. iv. 11, 14, is by no 

means certain (yet without advancing his reasons for this judgment); and 
Hofmann, Schriftbeweis, II. 2, 2 Aufi., Nordl. 1860, p. 99f., directly disputes 

the soundness thereof. But neither do passages like Acts xx. 6, xxvii. 9, point to 
a born Jew as the author of this work, as is supposed by Hofmann ; nor can, in 

Col. iv. 10, 11, the sense be found, with Hofmann, that while, on the one hand, 

Aristarchus had come to Rome with Paul and belonged to his well-known 
surroundings ; of the number of Jewish-Christians, on the other hand, beyond 
those of his own company, who were teaching the word of the gospel in Rome, 
only Marcus and Jesus united with him in harmonious working. For of such 
diversity of character in the relations of the three persons mentioned, towards 
each other and towards Paul, neither 6 cuvanyudawres wov, ver. 10,—which, as is 
evident from ver. 23 of the contemporaneous Epistle to Philemon, can only be 

understood figuratively,—nor any other expression affords a hint ; of dvres ix 
wepirouns’ ober moves x.7.d. (ver. 11) cannot therefore be referred back simply to 
Mépxos and “Iycods, but must at the same time be referred to ’Apisrapyos, unless 

that which naturally belongs to one whole is to be unnaturally dislocated and 
rent asunder, The demonstrative force of Col. iv. 11, 14 continues accordingly 

to assert itself in undiminished vigour. 
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The claim of Clemens Romanus to the authorship has been 
favoured by some among the moderns. Erasmus was inclined 
to regard him as such; and, finally, Bisping, following the 
example of Reithmayr (Linleit. in die hanon. BB. des N. T.y, 
Regensb. 1852, p. 681 ff.), has decided in favour of Clement. 
In order, however, not to approach the declaration of the 
Council of Trent too nearly, Bisping assumes that Clement 
prepared the epistle independently as a sort of homily, only as 
far as xili. 17, to which xiii. 18 ff. was then added as a brief 

supplement by the Apostle Paul, in order thereby to adopt 
the whole letter as his own. But—apart from the fact that 
xill. 18 ff. can proceed from no other author than that of the 
whole preceding letter, inasmuch as a change of the speaking 
subject is nowhere indicated, but, on the contrary, the opposite 
clearly presupposed in ver. 22—the sentences in the first, 
indisputably genuine, Epistle of Clement to the Corinthians, 
which in point of contents and composition remind of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews (vid. supra, p. 7 f.), have evidently 
only been taken over by him from this epistle, in consequence 
of a use and imitation thereof. For, as regards originality and 
erasp of mind, the Epistle of Clement is far inferior to the 
Epistle to the Hebrews. In other respects, the character of 

the respective writings is too greatly diverse for them to be 
able to proceed from one and the same author. Of the Alex- 

andrian speculative mind, and the oratorical flight of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews, not a trace is found in the Epistle of 
Clement. 

Of Silvanus have Bohme and Mynster (A7eine theol. 
Schriften, Copenhagen 1825, p. 91 ff., and Studien u. Kritiken, 

1829, H. 2) thought; and Riehm also (Lehrbegr. des 
Hebréerbr. II. p. 893) regards this supposition as possible. 
But Silvanus was, according to Acts xv. 22, originally a 

member of the Christian congregation at Jerusalem. He, too, 
must thus have had a more exact acquaintance with the 
temple of that day, than is displayed by the author of the 

Hpistle to the Hebrews. 
The opinion that Apollos was the author of this epistle was 

first broached by Luther. Comp. on Gen. xlviii. 20 (ed. 
Witeberg. 1561, t. vi. p. 710): autor epistolae ad Hebraeos, 
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quisquis est, sive Paulus, sive, ut ego arbitror, Apollo. — 

Sermon von den Sekten, 1 Cor. i. 4 ff. (with Walch, Th. xii. 
p. 1996): “This Apollo was a highly intelligent man; the 
Epistle Hebraeorum is of a truth his.” — Epist. am Christtag., 
Heb. i. 1 ff. (with Walch, Th. xii. p. 204): “ That is a stout, 
powerful, and lofty epistle, which soars high, and treats of the 
sublime article of faith in the Godhead of Christ; and it is 

a credible opinion that it is not St. Paul’s, for the reason that 
it maintains a more ornate discourse than is the wont of St. 
Paul in other places. Some think it is St. Luke’s, some St. 
Apollo’s, whom St. Luke extols as having been mighty in the 
Scriptures against the Jews, Acts xviii. 24. It is indeed true 
that no epistle wields the Scripture with such force as this; 
that it was an excellent apostolic man, be he whosoever he 
may.” Luther's conjecture has been accepted by Lucas 
Osiander, Clericus, Heumann (Schediasma de libris anonymies 

ac pseudonymis, Jenae 1711, 8, p. 38 sqq.), Lorenz Miiller 

(Dissertatt. de cloquentia Apollinis, viri apostolici, Schleus. 
1717), Semler (in his “ Contributions to a more accurate 
understanding of the Epistle to the Hebrews,” prefixed to 
Baumgarten’s commentary, p. 15 f.; yet he expresses himself 

with hesitation), Ziegler (Vollstdnd. Hinleit. in den Br. an die 
Hebr., Gotting. 1791, 8, p. 255 ff.), Dindorf (on Lrnesti lectt. 

p- 1180); and recently by Bleek, Tholuck, Credner, Reuss, 
Bunsen (Hippolytus und seine Zeit, Bd. I., Leipz. 1852, 
p. 365), Henry Alford (Greck Testament, vol. iv. P. 1, Lond. 

1859, Prolegg. p. 58 ff), Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. Il. 
p. 894), which last, however, only claims the same degree of 
probability in favour of Apollos as of Silvanus; Béiumlein 
(Commentar ib. d. Ev. des Joh., Stuttg. 1863, p. 26), Samuel 
Davidson (Introduction, p. 255 ff), J. H. Kurtz (der Br. an 
die Hebr. erkl., Mitau 1869, p. 55 f.), Hilgenteld (Hist.-krit. 

Einl. in das N. T., Leipz. 1875, p. 556, 386 ff.), and others, 
even by the Catholics Feilmoser (Zinl. in’s N. 7. p. 359 ff.) 
and Lutterbeck (Die neutestamentlichen Lchrbegriffe, Ba. IL, 

Mainz 1852, p. 101 ff.) It is, moreover, the only correct 

+ According to Lutterbeck, however, the Apostle Paul must have added the 
last nine verses, and Apollos, in communion with Luke, Clement, and others of 

the Pauline school, have issued the epistle. 
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one. The mental portrait which we are compelled to form to 
ourselves of Apollos, in harmony with the notices of the Acts 
(xviii. 24 ff) and the First Epistle to the Corinthians (chap. 
i—iv., xvi. 12), harmonizes exactly with the traits in which 
the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews has unconsciously 
depicted himself. This agreement is so striking and reaches 
so deeply, that as against it, seeing the lack of a definite 
tradition coming down from the apostolic age, the circumstance 
becomes of no moment, that among the conjectures of the 
ancients not one has lighted upon Apollos as the author of the 
epistle. Apollos was no immediate disciple of the Lord, but 
belonged to a second generation of Christians. By friends of 
Paul he was more deeply instructed in Christianity, and lived 
on terms of intimacy with Paul himself. He was, however, 
as a Christian teacher, too original and prominent for standing 
merely in the relation of an apostolic helper. He was a Jew 
by birth, and his labours as a Christian teacher were directed 
by preference to the conversion of his Jewish kinsmen; on 
which account the personal acquaintance of the author of the 
epistle with the Palestinian Jewish-Christians, presupposed 
Heb. xiii. 19, can least of all surprise us in the case of Apollos. 
He was a native of Alexandria, versed in the Scriptures, and 

qualified for expounding and applying the same, and for 
deducing therefrom the proof that Jesus is the Messiah. 
Appropriate to him as an Alexandrian is the preponderantly 
typico-symbolic mode of teaching in the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, the endeavour to point out under the veil of the 
letter a deeper spiritual meaning. He was above all distin- 
guished by the gift of brilliant eloquence. In him, finally, as 
an Alexandrian Jew, the exclusive use of the LXX., as well as 

the want of acquaintance with the internal arrangement of the 
temple in Jerusalem at that time, need cause no surprise. 

That, if we are to fix upon a particular person as the author 
of the Epistle to the Hebrews, this can be no other than 
Apollos, because contents and form of the epistle are so 
admirably fitting to no other Christian teacher of the apostolic 
age as to this, is admitted also by W. Grimm (Zeitschr. f. wiss. 
Theol. 1870, p. 74 ff.). He finds, however, an instance of 
decisive counter-evidence against Apollos in the passage Heb. 
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ii. 3 as compared with Acts xviii. 24-28. For, according to 
Heb. i. 3, the message of salvation had come to the author of 
the epistle, equally with his readers, by the instrumentality of 
those who had heard the Lord Himself; whereas, according to 
the Acts, Apollos, as a disciple of John, had been only in the 
vestibule of Christianity, and had been first introduced into 

the sanctuary thereof by means of the Christians Aquila and 
Priscilla, who were converts of Paul’s. But apart from the 
fact that—as Grimm himself acknowledges—the narrative of 
Acts xvii. 24 ff is so far obscure and not free from self- 
contradiction, as it represents Apollos, although he knew only 
the baptism of John, nevertheless as ckatnynpévos THV Oddy Tod 
kupiov, and an axptBa@s Siddoxev ta wept Tod “Incod is 

attributed to him (ver. 25),—-we must remember that at Heb. 
i. 3 recipients and author of the epistle are characterized only 
as belonging to a second generation of Christendom. Not 
that every single one of the persons mentioned ver. 3 had 
received the word of salvation at the mouth of immediate ear- 
witnesses, or were by these specially received into instruction, 
is expressed; but only that the message of salvation was 
handed down in a certain and trustworthy way from the 
original ear-witnesses to the totality of the Christian circle 
which is formed by the jets, and thus came to the knowledge 

of each single one of this totality. Even, therefore, if Apollos 
had not been directly brought into any intercourse with the 
axovoavtes, yet the passages Acts xviii, 24 ff. and Heb. ii. 3 
would not be irreconcilable the one with the other. But is it at 
all conceivable that such a leading Christian teacher as Apollos, 
who continued in such intimate association with the Apostle 
Paul, should come into no personal contact whatever with the 
original apostles? — To the further objections brought by 
Grimm against the Apollos-theory, he himself attaches no 
decisive weight. They are the following :—(1) In connection 
with a former disciple of John, it must appear exceedingly 
strange that he makes no mention, i. 1, of the distinguished 

position occupied by John the Baptist, as the greatest prophet 
(Luke vii. 28, Matt. xi. 11) and forerunner of the Lord, towards 
the kingdom of God; (2) Clemens Romanus, although making 
frequent use of the epistle, could hardly have known it as a 
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work of Apollos, since it would otherwise have only been 
natural that he should, in the 47th chapter of his Epistle to 
the Corinthians, have reminded the Corinthian Christians of 

our epistle as a work of Apollos. But that Clement must 
necessarily have so acted cannot be maintained. For a reference 
to John the Baptist, however, Heb. 1. 1 offered no occasion 

whatever; because it was with the author only a question of 

contrasting with each other the revelations of the Old Testa- 
ment and that of the New Testament as such. 

SEC. 2.—THE PERSONS ADDRESSED.! 

That the epistle was designed for a Jewish-Christian circle 
of readers is not only universally acknowledged, but also 
becomes so palpably certain from contents and aim (comp. 
sec. 3), that Roeth’s supposition of the opposite (Zpistolam 
vulgo “ad Hebr.” cnseriptam non ad Hebr., i.e. Christianos genere 
Judacos, sed ad Christianos genere gentiles et quidem ad Ephesios, 

datam esse, Francof. ad Moen. 1836, 8) can only be regarded 

as a manifest error. But likewise the view represented by 
Braun, Lightfoot (Harmony of the New Testament, I. p. 340), 
Baumgarten, Heinrichs, Stenglein (dc. p. 61, note, p. 90), and 
Schwegler (Nachapostolisches Zeitalter, Bd. I. p. 304), that the 
epistle was addressed, without respect to any particular locality, 
to all Jewish-Christians in general, is one which is charac- 
terized a priort as absolutely untenable. For everywhere 
throughout the epistle are individual wants of the readers pre- 
supposed, such as were by no means common to all Jewish- 
Christians ; and even the personal references, v. 12, vi. 10-12, 

x. 32 ff., xii. 4, xilil. 7, 19, 23, 24, suffice to show that the 

author had before him a definite, locally-bounded circle of 
readers. How could the author, among other things, promise 
his readers a speedy visit (xi. 23), if he had thought of them 
as the Jewish-Christians scattered in all lands ? 

The Jewish-Christians in all Asia Minor, or at least in 

Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Bithynia, and Asia proconsularis, 
have been regarded as the original recipients of the epistle by 

1 Comp. my Whitsuntide Programm: De literarum, quae ad Hebraeos inscri- 
buntur, primis lectoribus, Gott. 1853. 



INTRODUCTION, 41 

Bengel, Ch. F. Schmid (Observatt. super ep. ad Hebr. p. 16 sq.), 
and Cramer; those in Asia Minor, Macedonia, and Greece, by 

W. Wall (Brief Critical Notes, ete., Lond. 1730, p. 318) and 
Wolf; the Laodiceans, by Stein (Komment. zw dem Ev. des 

Lucas, Halle 1830, p. 289 ff); the Galatians, by Storr and 
Mynster (Kleine theol. Schriften, Copenhag. 1825, p. 91 ff); 
the Lycaonians, by Credner (Hinl. in d. N. T., Th. 1, Abth. 2, 
Halle 1836, p. 564) ; the Antiochians, by Bohme and Hofmann 
(Die h. Schr. N. T., Th. 5, p. 531); the Cyprians, by Ullmann 
(Studien u. Kritiken, 1828, p.397); those in one of the nume- 
rous Greek cities on the coast of Asia Minor, or of Syria and 
Palestine, by Grimm (Theolog. Literat.-Bl, to the Darmstadt 
Allg. Kirch.-Zeit. 1857, No. 29, p. 660; but not decidedly) ; 

the Macedonians, specially those of Thessalonica, by Semler 
(in Baumgarten, p. 37 ff.) and Nosselt (Opuscc. ad interpreta- 
tionem sacrarum scripturarum, Fase. 1.,Halae 1785, p. 269 sqq.); 
those of Corinth, by Mich. Weber (De nwinero epistolarum ad 
Corinthios rectius constituendo, Wittenb. 1798—1806) and 
Mack (Theolog. Quartalschr. 1838, H. 3); those of an Italian 
congregation, perhaps of the great city Ravenna, by Ewald 
(Gott. gel. Anzz. 1863, p. 286; cf. Gesch. Isr., Bd. VI. p. 638, 

Das Sendschreiben an die Hebr., Gott. 1870, p. 6); those of 

Rome, by Wetstein (Nov. Test. II. p. 386 sq.), and recently by 
R. Kostlin (Theol. Jahrbb. of Baur and Zeller, 1850, H. 2, 
p. 242), who, however, afterwards withdrew this opinion (vid. 
infra); by Holzmann (Theol. Stud. und Krit., 1859, H. 2, p. 
297 ff., in Bunsen’sBibelwerk:, VIIL., and in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 
f. wiss. Theol., 1867, H. 1, p.1 ff.), by Alford (Greek Test., vol. 

Il. part 1, Lond. 1859, Prolegg. p. 62 ff.), by Kurtz, p. 42 ff, 
by Renan (2 Antechrist, Paris 1873, p. xviii. ff., 211), by 

Mangold (in Bleek’s Hinlett. in das N. T., 3 Aufl, Berl. 1875, 
p. 612f), and by Harnack (Patr. Apostt. Opp. I. p. 1xxxii.) ; 
those of Spain, finally, by Nicolaus de Lyra (in the Prooemiwin 
to the epistle) and by Ludwig (in Carpzov’s Sacr. Evercitt. ii 
St. P. ep. ad Hebr., Helmst. 1750, p. lix. sq.). 

All these opinions, however, which in part rest upon the 

erroneous supposition that the epistle is the work of the 
Apostle Paul, find their refutation at once in the fact that it 
cannot have been addressed to so-called mixed assemblies, 
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consisting of Jewish- and Gentile-Christians, but only to an 
exclusively Jewish-Christian circle of readers. Not even the 
slightest reference is made to conditions such as must of 
necessity arise from the living together of converted Jews 
with converted Gentiles, and which, by reason of the manifold 

conflicts to which they would give occasion, were of too great 
importance to be passed over unnoticed." Nowhere is the 
relation of the Gentiles to the Jews, and of both to the king- 
dom of God, spoken of; rather is everything specially referred 
to the Jewish people of God, already sanctified in their fathers. 
Unmixed Jewish-Christian congregations, however, cannot be 
historically proved, in the late time at which the date of the 
epistle falls (see sec. 4), in any of the fore-mentioned places. 
The fact, likewise, is opposed to those suppositions, that the 

readers of the Epistle to the Hebrews regarded the continued 
participation in the institutions of the Jewish temple-service 
and sacrifices as so necessary, that without this they thought 
they could obtain no complete expiation of their sins. Such a 
form of Judaism, still continuing to operate in the Christian 
state, does not apply to the Jewish-Christians of the diaspora, 
but only to those who had their dwelling-place in the immediate 
vicinity of the Jewish temple. For in the case of Jews who 
lived at a greater distance from the temple, the zeal for the 
Mosaic law manifested itself naturally most of all in a tena- 
cious clinging to the rite of circumcision, to the injunctions 
regarding food and purification, to the observance of the 
Sabbath, and the lke. 

A Jewish temple, however, besides that at Jerusalem, 

existed at the time of our epistle only in Egypt. The 

1 For this reason it cannot be asserted, with Holtzmann (Stud. u. Krit. 1859, 
H. 2, p. 298), that there is nothing at all contradictory in the supposition of the 
epistle being addressed to a large congregation, still outwardly composed of 
Gentile- and Jewish-Christians; that there the epistle had naturally sought out 
its Jewish readers ; and on that account it leads us, without any address properly 
speaking, in mediam rem. That the epistle presupposes exclusively Jewish- 
Christian readers has been anew disputed by Wieseler (Schriften der Univers. =u 
Kiel aus d. J. 1861, p. 21 ff., Stud. uw. Krit. 1867, p. 695 ff.), by Holzmann 
(in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. f. wiss. Theol. 1867, p. 26 f.), by Mangold (in Bleck’s 

Hinl. in d. N. T. p. 612), and by Hilgenfeld (Hinl. in d. N. 7. p. 380, 386), 
but in a by no means convincing manner. See the detailed and effective refuta- 
tion of this supposition in Grimm (Zeitschr. f. wiss. Theol. 1870, p. 34 fi.). 
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epistle can therefore only have been addressed either to the 
Christian congregation in Palestine, mainly in Jerusalem, or 
to Egyptian, specially Alexandrian, Jewish-Christians. The 
latter supposition has found defenders in J. E. Chr. Schmidt 
(Hist.-krit. Hinl. in’s N. T., Giessen 1804, p. 284, 293), 

Bunsen (Hippolytus und seine Zeit, Bd. I, Leipz 1852, 

p- 365), Hilgenfeld (Zeitschr. f. wissenschaftl. Theol. 1858, 
H. 1, p. 103; Hist-krit. Hinl. in das N. T., Leipz. 1875, 
p- 385 f.), Volkmar (Gesch. des Neutest. Kanon, von C. A. 

Credner, Herausgs. v. G. V., Berl. 1860, p. 182), Ritschl 
(Theol. Studien u. Kritiken, 1866, H. 1, p. 90), and in 

particular Wieseler (Chronologie des apostol. Zeitalters, Gott. 
1848, p. 481 ff.; Untersuchung iiber den Hebriierbricef, 
namentlich seinen Verfasser wu. s. Leser. Second half. 

[Schriften der Universitit zu Kiel aus d. J. 1861, 4, 

B. VIII; also separately printed, Kiel 1861, 8.] Comp. 
also Studien u. Kritiken, 1847, H. 4, p. 840 ff; 1867, 
H. 4, p. 665 ff), and R. Kostlin (Theol. Jahrbb. of Baur and 
Zeller, 1854, H. 3, p. 388 ff.); Davidson, too (Introduction 
to the Study of the New Testament, vol. I., Lond. 1868, 

p. 265 ff, 270), although he does not decide, gives it the 
preference. The prevailing opinion, on the other hand, is the 
first one. Within recent times it has been maintained by 
Bleek, Schott, de Wette, Thiersch, Stengel, Delitzsch, Tholuck, 

Ebrard,' Bisping, Bloomfield, Ritschl (Hatstehung der altkathol. 
Kirche, 2 Aufl, Bonn 1857, p. 159), Riehm (Lehrbegr. des 
Hebr.-Br. I. p. 31), Maier, Langen (TZiibing. theol. Quartalschr. 
1863, H. 3, p. 379 ff), Moll, and others.” And rightly so. 

In favour of Alexandria as the place of destination for the 
epistle, the following arguments have been advanced :— 

1 Very arbitrarily, nevertheless, Ebrard represents the epistle as not being 
written to the whole congregation at Jerusalem, but only to “a private circle of 
neophytes” there. For it neither follows from v. 12 ‘‘that all the readers had 
embraced Christianity at one and the same time, the one with the other ;” nor 
from vi. 10 that we can think ‘‘only of a very narrow and limited circle of 
individuals in a community ;” nor, finally, from ypsiay Exere rod Ddoxsy dues, 
v. 12, ‘that the readers were really again placed under instruction.” 

2 'W. Grimm also supposes now that the epistle was addressed to a town of 
Palestine ; only not Jerusalem, but Jamnia. Comp. Zeitschr. f. wiss. Theol. 
1870, p. 71f. Nevertheless we know nothing of the existence of a Christian 
congregation in Jamnia, 
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(1) Even in ancient times the Epistle to the Hebrews bore 
likewise the title of a letter to the Alexandrians, and in 

general there is seen to be a wavering within the early 
church itself in the indication of the original circle of readers. 
Whether, indeed, the superscription IIpos “E8paiovs proceeds 
from the author himself, a view to which Bleek and Credner 

are inclined, is doubtful. But not only is this superscription 
very ancient, since it is found in the Peshito, and with 
Tertullian, Origen, and many others; but the fact, moreover, 

is universally presupposed in Christian antiquity as beyond 
doubt that the “E@paior, whose name the epistle bears at its 
head, were the Palestinian Christians. The evidence for this 

statement is afforded by Pantaenus, Clemens Alexandrinus, 
Eusebius, Chrysostom, Theodoret, and many others. It is 

now indeed supposed that we possess a testimony in favour 
of the Alexandrians as the original recipients of the epistle, 
namely, in the so-called Canon of Muratori, in which we 
read: Fertur etiam ad Laudecenses (Laodicenses), alia ad 
Alexandrinos, Pauli nomine finctae (fictae) ad haeresem 
Marcionis, et alia plura, quae in catholicam ecclesiam recepi 
(recipi) non potest (possunt). Fel enim cum melle misceri 
non congruit. For that by the words alia ad Alexandrinos 
the Epistle to the Hebrews is meant must be assumed, as is 
supposed, since otherwise the Epistle to the Hebrews would, 
remarkably enough, not be even mentioned in the fragment, 
which, forsooth, is a list both of the genuine and spurious 
epistles ascribed to the Apostle Paul. Now this epistle, it is 
argued, not being in the early Roman Church either regarded 
as a work of Paul, or indeed as canonical, must have been 

mentioned by name precisely in this passage, in which the 
writer is speaking of epistles of which the authorship is 
falsely imputed to the Apostle Paul. But against this it 
must be said that the characteristics of the epistle ad 
Alexandrinos, of which the fragment makes mention, are not 
suitable to the Epistle to the Hebrews. For the former was 
a forgery, composed “ Pauli nomine,” the meaning of which is 
too distinct for us to be able, with Wieseler, to subtilize it 

into the statement that the epistle had only indirectly, from 

its contents and general bearing, left the impression of its 
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proceeding from Paul; which rather can only indicate that 
this epistle, in a prefixed address altogether wanting to the 
Epistle to the Hebrews, put forth the claim to be a work of 
Paul. Moreover, it was fabricated “ad haeresem Marcionis,” 

which can mean nothing else but that its contents were in 
ugreement with the errors of Marcion, and were designed to 
wage a propaganda for the same. With Marcionite errors, 
however, the Epistle to the Hebrews has confessedly nothing 
in common; but, on the contrary, “its fundamental doctrine 

of Mosaism as pointing forward to Christianity, as well as the 
idea of the incarnation of the Divine Logos, is in glaring 
contrast with Marcion’s Gnosis” (Grimm, Zeitschr. f. wiss. 
Theol. 1870, p. 55), as accordingly it obtained no reception 
into Marcion’s canon." That, finally, the fragmentist mast 
necessarily have mentioned the Epistle to the Hebrews cannot 
be asserted, inasmuch as, considering the non-currency thereof 
within the early Roman Church, it was quite possible that he 
should not be at all acquainted with it. Comp. also Fr. H. 
Hesse, das Muratorv sche Fragment neu untersucht und erkldrt, 

Giessen 1873, p. 201 ff.— But as it cannot be shown that 
the Epistle to the Hebrews passed in antiquity for an epistle 
to the Alexandrians, so in like manner it cannot be shown 

that this epistle was regarded by others in early times as an 
epistle to the Laodiceans. This last has been inferred from 
the words of Philastrius (Haeres. 89): Haeresis quorundam 

de epistola Pauli ad Hebraeos. Sunt alii quoque, qui epistolam 
Pauli ad Hebraeos non adserunt esse ipsius, sed dicunt aut 

Barnabae esse apostoli aut Clementis de urbe Roma episcopi. 
Ahi autem Lucae evangelistae ajunt epistolam etiam ad 
Laodicenses conscriptam. Et quia addiderunt in ea quaedam 

} This counter-moment Wieseler now, indeed, seeks to deprive of its force, by 

giving to the words in Muratori’s fragment another punctuation than that given 
above, as also formerly by himself, in supposing the comma after Marcionis is 
to be deleted, and one placed after jictae ; so that the sense shall be: ‘‘ There 
is also in circulation an epistle to the Laodiceans, another to the Alexandrians, 
which have been fabricated under the name of Paul; with the sect of Marcion 
there are also several other things current, which, etc.” But what unnatural 
twisting and rending by such construction of that which is simply and naturally 

connected ; and how little can it serve to the recommendation thereof, that ad 
haeresem Marcionis must be taken in the sense of apud Marcionitas! 
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non bene sentientes, inde non legitur in ecclesia; etsi legitur 
a quibusdam, non tamen in ecclesia legitur populo, nisi 
tredecim epistolae ejus et ad MUHebraeos interdum. But 
manifestly the words Ali autem, etc, are only a concise 

expression for the declaration that others looked upon the 
evangelist Luke as the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
and not only as the author of this, but also of the Epistle to 
the Laodiceans. The Epistle to the Laodiceans was not at all 
read in the service of the church; the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
on the other hand, was read indeed in the service of the 

church, not, however, as the thirteen Pauline Epistles, 

regularly, but only occasionally." Just as little, finally, is 
there any indication of a controversy with regard to the 
original recipients of the Epistle to the Hebrews, when 
Chrysostom, in the Prooemiuwm of his commentary, takes up 
the question: vod 6€ obow éwécteddev; and then answers 
this with éwot doKeé év “Iepocodvpous kat Ilanaotivn. For 
Chrysostom perceived that the superscription of the epistle 
was in and of itself an ambiguous one, inasmuch as_ it 
admitted the possibility of thinking of the Jewish-Christians 

1 The opinion, still entertained by Wieseler, that the quia addiderunt in ea is 

to be referred to the Epistle to the Hebrews, is manifestly untenable in face of 
the contradiction in that case arising from the conflicting statements non 
legitur in ecclesia and in ecclesia legitur interdum. The new punctuation, more- 
over, by which Wieseler seeks to help his acceptation of the words of Philastrius 
out of the difficulty, is no happy one. According to Wieseler, namely, we have 
to divide as follows: . . . Episcopi, alii autem Lucae evangelistae. Ajunt 
epistolam etiam ad Laodicenses conscriptam. Et quia, etc. Against this 
arrangement of the words argues—(1) That the proposition Ajunt ... conscrip- 
tam would then stand forth quite abrupt and without any connection, whereas 
when we make the beginning of a new proposition with Alii autem, the gram- 
matical nexus of the sentence is an entirely simple and natural one ; (2) That if 

Philastrius had wished first to begin a new proposition with Ajunt, he would 
have appended the closing member of the previous sentence, not in the form : 
alii autem Lucae evangelistac, but in the form of expression corresponding to 
that which precedes: aut Lucae evangelistae; finally, (8) that the position 
assigned to etiam points to the fact that it serves specially to bring into relief 
ad Lacdicenses, and consequently opposes the Epistle to the Laodiceans to 

another epistle already mentioned. If Philastrius had only intended to say 
that the Epistle to the Hebrews too, so far as its destination is concerned, was 
considered as belonging to Laodicea, then eftam—inasmuch as it would in that 
case belong to the whole proposition—must have been placed immediately after 
Ajunt. 
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in general as the recipients of the letter; he thought it 
needful, therefore, to state the limitation with which in his 

estimation the IIpos ‘E®paiovs, of such wide signification, is 
to be understood. 

(2) The description of the Jewish sanctuary (ix. 1—5), as 
well as the acts of ritual performed in the same (vii. 27, 
x. 11), is supposed to point to the temple at Leontopolis in 
Egypt. But even if it could be proved that the temple 
arrangements at Leontopolis furnished the standard for that 
description, and that the original regulations of Moses were 
identified with these, yet only the conclusion would be 
warranted with respect to the author, that he must have been 
by birth an Egyptian Jew, but it could not be inferred with 
equal necessity that his readers also were to be sought in 
Egypt. Nevertheless, that assertion itself by no means 
admits of proof. For Josephus,—to whose testimony 
Wieseler appeals, — where he is describing in general that 
iepov at Leontopolis, designates the same as épocov (Antig. 
xii, 9. 7), or aS mapamaAjovov (Antig. xx. 10) 76 & 
‘Iepocodvpots, but then observes, Bell. Jud. vii. 10. 3, where 

he is relating somewhat more exactly, as follows: ’"Ovias tov 
méev vaov ody Spmotoy @Koddpnce TH ev “Tepotodvpors adda 
mupyo TapatAjcvov, NOwv peyddov eis EEjKoVTA TELS 
aveoTnKoTa, TOD Bwpod Sé TY KaTaTKEVHY TPOS TOV 
olxote @£emipynoato Kat Tots avadnpaciy Opolws éKo- 
cunoe, xwplis THS Tepl THY Nvyviavy KaTAacKEVAS. 
Od yap éroince AvXViay avToy Sé YadKEVTdpEVvOS TOV 
hUyvoY ypuvcoby éemupaivovta cédas ypuaAs adicews é&expé- 
pacev, Josephus accordingly relates that the temple of 
Onias in Egypt was indeed as to its outward form different 
from the temple at Jerusalem, inasmuch as it stood upon a 
foundation or sub-structure* of great stones rising sixty 

cubits high, and thereby acquired a tower-like appearance ; 

11f Josephus had, as Wieseler supposes, ascribed to the »«ss only a total 
height of sixty cubits, he would neither have characterized it as tower-like, nor 

have designated it as unlike the vas in Jerusalem. For the latter also had, at 
any rate, a height of sixty cubits. It is true Wieseler finds actually expressed 
by aaa xipyy rupurarowy not a dissimilarity, but a resemblance to the temple 

erected at Jerusalem by Zerubbabel; but he reaches this result only by un- 
warrantably translating éaadé as ‘‘ but yet,” and accordingly taking aarzd.. e 
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that, on the other hand, its inner arrangement, with the 

single exception of the golden candlestick, was constituted in 

the same manner as that of the temple at Jerusalem, for the 

altar of burnt-offering and the other sacred objects were 
similar in both. Now, how does it follow from these state- 

ments that the golden altar of incense in the Egyptian temple 
occupied the very site which the author of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews assigns to it at ix. 4, in contradiction with the 
actual position thereof in the temple at Jerusalem, namely, in 
the Most Holy Place? Of such a difference—and surely 
just this point would have called for proof—Josephus says 
in truth not a single word, but, on the contrary, leaves the 

opposite impression. And then how could the author of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews, if he had had the temple of Onias 
before him in his description of the sanctuary, have written 
év 7) 7 AUxXV/a, ix. 2, when, according to the express state- 
ment of Josephus, there was not therein a lamp-stand resting 
on the ground, as in the temple at Jerusalem, but a chandelier 
suspended by a golden chain ?— In Philo, too, Wieseler has 
subsequently (comp. Studien wu. Kritiken, 1867, p. 673 ff.) 
fancied he could discover a support for his opinion. In de 

sacrificantibus, § 4 (ed. Mangey, II. p. 253), and de animal. 
sacrific. § 10 (ed. Mangey, IL. p. 247), it is thought that Philo 
expressly testifies that in the temple of Onias the altar of 
incense, as well as the vessels mentioned Heb. ix. 4, 5, 

were present in the Most Holy Place. Yet how entirely 
unsuccessful this attempted proof of Wieseler’s is, has been 
already convincingly shown in detail by Grimm, Zeztschr. /. 

wiss. Theol. 1870, p. 60 ff.— But just as little do the notices, 
Heb. vii. 27, x. 11, lead to think of the temple of Onias. 
For even supposing—what is far, however, from being the 
case—that it could be historically proved, with regard to the 
Egyptian temple, that the high priest entered into the Most 

avecrnxore asa kind of parenthetical insertion: ‘‘Onias erected the temple not 
indeed equal to that one in Jerusalem, but yet tower-like, since it was built up 
of large stones sixty cubits high ; in the construction of the altar, however, he 

imitated that of his native land.” That 2aa«, on account of the preceding ovx, 

can signify only but, on the contrary [sondern], and introduces the particular 
point of difference by which the before-mentioned dissimilarity is evidenced, 

ought not to have been called in question. 
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Holy Place every day, yet such fact would not so much as 
accord with the presuppositions of the Epistle to the Hebrews. 
For, Heb. ix. 7, it is expressly said that the high priest went 
into the Most Holy Place only once in the year. Nor, as we 
need hardly remark, can this passage, in connection with 
ix, 4, vii. 27, x. 11, contain the sense which Wieseler would 

put into it, that the high priest entered indeed the Most 
Holy Place every day, but only once in the year with blood. 
For to els pév THY mpeTny cKnriv Sia TayTOs Eiciacw ot 
iepets only the words es 6€ tHv Sevtépay araE tod éeviavTov 
povos 6 apyxtepevs form the opposition, and not until after the 
laying down of this opposition is the nearer modality for the 
final member added, namely, that the high priest, in the 
(special) case of his entering the Most Holy Place, enters it 
not without blood. 

The fact, however, in general, that the original recipients of 
the Epistle to the Hebrews attached so high a value to the 
temple service and the sacrificial ritual, that even as Chris- 
tians they regarded continual participation in the same as 
necessary for the attaining of salvation, is one which points 
not to Alexandrians, but only to Palestinians. For, quite apart 
from the consideration that we do not even know from other 
sources whether the Christian congregation of Alexandria was 
an unmixed Jewish-Christian one, nay, whether an organized 
Christian congregation existed there at all so early as the time 
of our letter, the Alexandrian Jews had been so greatly 
affected by Grecian culture and philosophy, that their whole 
bent of mind had become a spiritualistic one. Far from all 
narrow-minded cleaving to the letter of the Mosaic law, they 
sought by allegoric interpretation to discover and bring into 
recognition the deeper spiritual sense underlying the precepts 
and institutions of Judaism. In addition to this, the temple 

of Onias in Leontopolis was not able to boast even in Egypt 
itself of any high estimation. The Egyptian Jews were to a 
great extent displeased that it did not stand upon Moriah ; the 
Egyptian Samaritans, that it did not stand upon Gerizim 

(comp. Jost, Allg. Gesch. des Israel. Volks, in 2 vols., Bd. I. 
p. 515 ff.). The yearly temple-gifts, too, were on that account 

for the most part sent not to Leontopolis, but to Jerusalem 
Meyer. —HEs. D 
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(comp. Frankel, HWistor.-krit. Studien zu der Septuaginta, Bd. I. 
Abth. 1, Leipz. 1841, p. 186, note d); and pilgrimages of 
Alexandrian Jews to Jerusalem, to offer prayers and sacrifices 
in the temple there, did not cease so long as this temple con- 
tinued to exist. Even Philo vouches for this. (Comp. Opp., 
ed. Mangey, t. IL. p. 646: «a@ dy ypovov eis TO Tatpaov 
iepov éoTedAdouny evEomevos Te Kal OUcwr.) 

(3) In favour of the supposition of Alexandrian readers is 
the fact further thought to plead, that the epistle is not com- 
posed in Aramaic; a Greek epistle to Palestinian Jews would 
at any rate, it is argued, be less probable than an Aramaic 
letter. But as it is absolutely certain, on the one hand, that 

the Palestinians understood not only Aramaic, but also Greek ; 
so, on the other hand, it is altogether doubtful whether the 

author, who by his whole epistle proclaims himself to be a 
non-Palestinian, was in an equal degree qualified for writing 
not only a Greek, but also an Aramaic epistle. 

(4) “The whole manner of conducting the argument and 
the spiritual exposition of the ideas employed,” is said to 
accord best with the supposition of Alexandrian readers. But 
that this mode of argumentation is thought of “at once as 
familiar to the readers,’ cannot be maintained. There can 

thus be found therein only an indication as to the author, and 
not as to his readers. 

(5) That the author so exactly follows the Septuagint in 
his Old Testament citations, even in the case of striking devia- 
tions of the same from the original text, is said not to har- 
monize with the hypothesis of Palestinian readers, since with 
them the Septuagint was held in no estimation; but certainly 
with that of Alexandrians, for whom the Septuagint had long 
been the accepted book of the synagogues. But were that 
translation really in so little credit in Palestine, then neither 
would the Apostle Paul, educated as he was at Jerusalem, 

have made such frequent use of it, nor would the Palestinian 

Josephus have fallen back upon that oftener than upon the 
original text. Moreover, the fact that the Alexandrine recen- 
sion is to be traced in the text of the Septuagint used in the 
Epistle to the Hebrews (comp. Bleek, I. p. 372 ff.), and (Heb. 
xi. 35 f.) reference is made to the second Book of Maccabees 
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(Kostlin, dc. p. 402), ae. a writing peculiar to Alexandrian 
Judaism, admits only of an inference pointing back to an 
Alexandrian author, but not to Alexandrian readers. 

(6) To the Alexandrians as original recipients of the 
epistle, is the circumstance, finally, supposed to point, that the 

first mention of the epistle is met with in the Alexandrian 
fathers. These same Alexandrian fathers, nevertheless, con- 

fessedly agree in speaking of the epistle as addressed to the 
congregations in Palestine. 

As, however, no valid ground is to be adduced in favour of 
Alexandria as the place of destination for the epistle, so are 
the objections urged against the claim of Palestine very easily 
disposed of. | They are the following :—(1) That the readers, 
according to Heb. x. 32 ff., xii. 4, had already endured perse- 
cutions, but not peypt aiuatos, which consistently with Acts 
vii. 1—8, xii. 1, 2, could not have been said of the Palestinian 

Christians; (2) That the readers, according to Heb. vi. 10, 
xiii. 16, had exercised liberality towards other Christians, and 

were still further enjoined to do so, whereas, according to Acts 
xi. 30, Gal. i, 10, 1 Cor. xvi. 1—8, 2 Cor. viii. 9, Rom. xv. 

25 ff., these very Palestinian Christians appear as poor and 
in need of assistance; (3) That according to Heb. ii. 3 they 
had received their knowledge of the gospel only from a 
secondary source ; (4) Finally, that (xiii. 18, 19, 23) they are 
represented as standing in friendly relations as well towards 
the author, who was surely an adherent of Paul, as towards 
the Pauline disciple Timothy. That, nevertheless, these rela- 
tions were of a particularly close and intimate nature does not 
follow from the passages adduced ; a friendly footing, however, 
of a more general kind with Apollos, and, after the death of 
the Apostle Paul, also with Timothy, has nothing surprising 
about it. The other statements to which allusion is made 
all find their justification in the fact that, as is also clearly 
apparent from xiii. 7 and v. 12, the recipients of the letter 
already belonged to a second generation of Christians. 

Whilst the above-mentioned arguments are common to the 
majority of thosewho dispute the Palestineo-Jerusalemic destina- 
tion of the epistle, Késtlin has sought to confirm his position by 
the following additional counter-moments peculiar to himself :— 
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(1) The author, as is shown by his entire dependence upon 
the Septuagint, was acquainted only with Greek. But it 
results from xiii. 19 that he himself belonged to the congrega- 
tion to which he is writing. If, therefore, the epistle were 

directed to Palestine, the author himself would have been a 

Palestinian Christian ; as such, however, hardly of so exclu- 
sively Hellenistic culture, but without doubt familiar with 
the vernacular of Palestine, and notably acquainted with the 
original text of the Old Testament. Reply: But that the 

author himself was a member of the congregation to which he 
is writing, does not at all follow from xii. 19. Comp. the 
exposition of the passage. 

(2) It cannot be assumed that in the Palestinian Christen- 
dom, or rather in the chief congregation thereof, that of Jeru- 

salem, in the first century, and notably in the years 60—70, 
there could have been found such great indifference as regards 
the knowledge of the central truths of the Christian faith, so 
great want of capacity for understanding the mysteries of the 
Christian doctrine, such culpable lukewarmness and weakness 

of faith, a discontent on account of Jewish reproaches and 
persecutions, which was altogether unworthy of their position, 
while they must long have been accustomed to these, and such 
a disloyal inclination to a relapse into Judaism, as the epistle 
presupposes in its recipients. But where, we ask, could there 

have been a Jewish-Christian congregation in connection with 
which the conditions described would have been more easily 
explicable, than precisely in Jerusalem, where the ancient 
ritual, with its seductive splendour and its charms for the 
sensuous nature, stood before the very eyes of the Christian 
converts, and the tenacious power of resistance on the part of 

the ancient Judaism most vigorously exerted itself? Comp. 
also Acts xxi. 20 ff. 

(3) If Jerusalem had been the place of destination for the 
epistle, the author (ii. 3) could not have omitted to remind 

the readers that the Lord Himself had walked, and taught, 
and wrought among them, had in their midst, nay, before their 
eyes, suffered the death of the cross, among them had found 

the first witnesses of His resurrection and ascension ; and the 

more so, since during the years 60—70 there must still have 
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been a large number of the immediate disciples of Jesus 
present in Jerusalem. But, in reply, we cannot at all expect 
to see the personal life and labours of Jesus described u. 3, 
because the connection does not lead thereto. For that which 
is essential in 1. 3 is not the relation to author and readers of 
the epistle, but that about which the writer is concerned is 
only to oppose to the Old Testament Adyos, as something 
higher, the salvation of the Christians. The question thus, in 
connection with this opposition, is that of the Christians in 
general, or of the salvation which is the common possession 
of all Christians; while, then, only as a mere secondary con- 
sideration, which might have been wanting without prejudice 
to the connectedness of thought, the remark is yet further 
added, that the knowledge of this Christian blessedness has 
been transmitted in a sure and trustworthy manner to the 
present (second) generation of Christians, to which alike author 
and readers of the epistle belong. An occasion for speaking 
more fully of the erewhile personal activity of Jesus among 
the readers did not accordingly at all present itself; and a 
reason for urging the declaration ii. 3 against the supposition 
of Palestinenses as recipients of the epistle is the less to be 
thought of, inasmuch as the fact that the Lord had once Him- 
self proclaimed the salvation to the ancestors of the present 
church members is not excluded by the words. But that a 
great number of the original disciples must have been still 
living in Jerusalem during the years 60—70 is a gratuitous 
assertion, to which may be opposed the consideration that 
surely Luke too, in the prologue of his Gospel—7e. of a 
writing, the composition of which at any rate falls within the 
decade of the seventies, which thus is only a few years later 
in date than our epistle—without hesitation reckons himself 
and his contemporaries as belonging to a second generation of 

Christians. Even supposing, however, that immediate disciples 
of Jesus were still to be found in Jerusalem, yet these could 
number towards the close of the sixties, to which time the 

origin of the Epistle to the Hebrews is to be assigned (comp. 
sec. 4), only a few solitary individuals; a possible exception 
here and there would have been no hindrance in the way of 
characterizing the members of the congregation of that day as 
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belonging to a second generation of Christians, just because 
only the character of the congregation in general, or as it 
presented itself in the main and on the whole, was being taken 
into account. 

(4) The author presupposes, in various passages, what does 
not apply to the case of the primitive congregation, that his 
readers have been for only a comparatively short time members 
of the Christian church. But from iii. 14, vi. 11, x. 32, 

vi. 1-5, x. 23, this conclusion does not follow; on the other 
hand, the opposite is to be inferred from v. 12. 

(5) The Jerusalemic Christians, he asserts, consisted partly 
of members who became believers immediately after the 
resurrection,—some of them, perhaps, even earlier—partly of 
such as only later acceded to this primitive stock. They 
composed a congregation which was only gradually formed, 
and, particularly so long as James was alive, received constant 
augmentation from the adherents of Judaism; the community 
of the ‘E8patou had not arisen in this gradual manner during 
a long succession of years; but the conversion of all its mem- 
bers, or at least of by far the greater number, had taken place 
at one and the same time: it must have been formed by the 
simultaneous passing over of a considerable number of Jews 
to the Christian church, and have maintained itself up to the 
time of our epistle with much the same total of members as 
it at first counted. But for a conclusion of this kind the 
words év ais hwoticbévtes TodAnY AOAnow bepelvate TraOn- 
patov, x. 32, afford no warrant. For only the fact is there 
brought into prominence, that the conflict of suffering, which 
the readers formerly endured, fell at a period of their life in 
which they were already Christians. On the peculiar cir- 
cumstances (modality) of their conversion the words contain 
nothing. 

(6) From the carefully-chosen designation tots aylous, it 
is evident that the ‘E@pazo. are here presupposed to be a non- 
Palestinian community, who have aided the Palestinenses 
with their support. Any other congregation (!) than the 
primitive one could not have been thus simply designated as 
of c&ytov, whereas the employment of this name with regard 
to that congregation is very frequent (1 Cor. xvi. 1; 2 Cor. 
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vill. 4, ix. 1; Rom. xv. 25,31). A usage to be accounted for 
by the fact that, as distinguished from all the other éx«rAnolar, 
the Palestinian, and specially the Jerusalemic Christians, were 
the dysor kar’ é€ox7v, who before all others, chosen and 
separated from the world by Christ and His apostles them- 
selves, became the first recipients of the divine word and of 
the Holy Spirit, were the first witnesses and intermediate 
channels of Christian truth for all other Christian communi- 
ties, and were also, as such, acknowledged (specially Rom. 
xv. 27), until, owing to the destruction of Jerusalem and the 
rending progress of Gentile Christianity, this relation of 
dependence and filial affection was gradually dissolved of 
itself.—In order, however, to show the mistake in such reason- 

ing, it suffices to point to the use of of dysou in passages like 
Hee orerin ee 2aoxvi. WS > hom xu. 13x. 2 Wim. vs, 10; 

to the addresses of the Pauline epistles; to the addition tay 
év ‘Iepovcadsmu, considered necessary in connection with trav 

ayicv, Rom. xv. 26; and many similar instances. (1 Cor. 
xvi. 1; 2 Cor. viii. 4, ix. 1, on the other hand, there was no 

need of such addition,—against Kurtz,—because the collection 

which is the subject treated of in those passages was a business 
already known to the Corinthians, and before earnestly enjoined 
upon them; while, Rom. xv. 25, it was already apparent from 
vuvi Sé Tmopevopuas ets ‘Iepovcadp, and, Rom. xv. 31, from 7 es 
‘Iepovcadnp, of what dyoz the apostle was speaking.) Yea, 
Kostlin has even overlooked the consideration, that by means 

of this argument, if it were well-grounded, he would most 
effectually refute himself! For what further proof, that the 
readers of the letter are to be sought in Jerusalem, would it 
then need than the utterance of our epistle itself, xiii. 24: 
dormdcacbe TavTas TOUS HyoUpéevous UuaVv Kal TavTas TOUS 
aylous ? 

(7) That the Jerusalemic congregation remained, as is clear 

from Acts ii. 46, iii, 1 (comp. xxi. 20), from the first in connec- 
tion with the temple ritual. By the recipients of the Epistle 
to the Hebrews, on the other hand, all religious connection 
with Judaism was originally relinquished, and only now had 
they become involved in peril, as well through the influence 
of teachings which would urge the necessity of holding firmly 
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to the Mosaic law (xii. 9 ff.), as also, as it seems, through the 

influence of enticing offers (comp. xii. 16 f.), partly also by 
harassing manifestations of ill-will on the part of their former 

Jewish fellow-believers, of being seduced into a return to the 
Jewish religious constitution. But the actual state of matters 

is by this assertion inverted into its exact opposite. For that 
the recipients of the Epistle to the Hebrews not only still 
continued to occupy themselves with the Jewish temple-service 
and sacrificial ritual, but even regarded participation therein 

as a necessary requirement for the complete expiation of sins, 
certainly underlies the whole argumentation of the epistle as 
an everywhere-recurring presupposition. 

SEC. 3.—OCCASION, OBJECT. AND CONTENTS. 

The Epistle to the Hebrews was occasioned by the danger 
to which the Christians in Palestine, particularly in Jerusalem, 
were exposed, of renouncing again their faith in Christ, and 
wholly falling back again into Judaism (comp. specially vi. 
4-6, x. 26 ff). This danger had become a very pressing one, 
inasmuch as many had already as a matter of fact ceased to 
frequent the Christian assemblies (x. 25). The epistle accord- 
ingly aims, by the unfolding on every side of the sublimity of 
the Christian revelation as the perfect and archetypal, above 
that of the Old Testament as the merely preparatory and 
typical, as well as by setting forth the terrible consequences 
of an apostasy, to warn against such falling away, and to 
animate to a faithful perseverance in the Christian course. — 
Differently, but quite incorrectly, does Thiersch (De epistola ad 
Hebr.,Marb, 1848, p.2 sqq.; Die Kirche im apostolischen Zeitalter, 
Vrankf. and Erlang. 1852, p. 188 ff.) define the object of the 
epistle, to the effect that it was to be a consolatory letter to 
the Christians of Jerusalem, on account of the exclusion from 

the Jewish temple with which they had been visited on the 
part of their unconverted compatriots at the outbreak of the 
Jewish war. Nothing in the epistle points to any such state 
of the matter; but, on the contrary, even the one passage, Heb. 
xiii. 13, serves to place in a clear light the erroneousness of 
this conjecture. For, instead of mentioning a state of exclusion, 
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and bestowing a word of consolation upon the occasion of an 
event like that, the author here assuredly summons to a coming 
forth out of Judaism as a voluntary act, and thus, as in his 

other reasoning, presupposes that the readers were still in the 
midst of Judaism, and adhered thereto with narrow-minded 

and unchristian stubbornness. A special support for his hypo- 
thesis Thiersch fancies is to be found in the eleventh chapter. 
All the historic instances there adduced are, he tells us, chosen 

by the author with a special bearing upon such a position of 
the readers as is assumed by him. But a glance at the para- 
phrase of the eleventh chapter, which Thiersch affords in proof 
of this assertion, shows that everything from which he derives 
his argument has first been imported by himself into the text. 
-——That, finally, also Ebrard’s view—according to which the 
epistle was designed to be “a kind of manual (Lettfaden)” (!) 
for Jerusalem “ neophytes” (!), who, “out of dread of exclusion 
from the temple cultus,” seemed about to withdraw again from 
Christianity’—is an extremely arbitrary one, needs hardly a 
word of further demonstration. 

As regards its contents, the epistle is ordinarily divided into 
two parts,—a dogmatic (1. 1-x. 18) and a paraenetic (x. 19- 
xiii. 25). But a rigid separation does not exist, inasmuch as 
exhortations, some of them of considerable extent, are already 

often incorporated in that first part, and the main tendency 
of the whole letter is a paraenetic (hortatory) one. 

The contents themselves run as follows :—The revelation 
of God in Christ is superior to His revelations under the Old 
Covenant. For Christ, as the Son of God, is exalted above 

the angels, as mere servants (chap. i.). So much the more are 
we called to hold firmly to the Christian faith. For if even 

1 “* Hostility of the other Jews,” and ‘‘ apprehension of being excluded from 
the temple cult,” is also assumed by y. Dollinger (Christenthwm und Kirche in 
der Zeit der Grundlegung, Regensb. 1860, p. 84) as the cause of the tendency to 
apostasy ; while Kluge (der Hebrderbrief. Auslegung und Lehrbegriff. Neu- 
Kuppin 1863, p. 203 ff.) discovers in the letter a product of the Jewish apoca- 

lyptics (?!) transplanted upon Christian soil, which as such has arisen only after 
the destruction of Jerusalem, and received its outward occasion from the final 

catastrophe of the Jewish people. Deriving its theme from Rom. xi. 32, it is 
supposed to pursue the soterio-paedagogic object of an exhortation to repentance 
for the chosen people, and of a warning to the Jewish-Christian readers descended 
from Israel against apostasy from their living hopes. 
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the Mosaic law, given through the ministry of angels, could 
not be transgressed with impunity, the culpability of slighting 
the Christian salvation, proclaimed by the Lord and attested by 
God Himself, is incomparably greater (ii. 1—4). Not to angels, 
but to Christ, the Son of man, is the Messianic kingdom made 

subject. Certainly Christ was for a little time abased beneath 
the angels; but thus it must be, in order that mankind might 
obtain salvation: He must suffer and die, and in all things 
become like unto men, His brethren, in order to be able, as 

High Priest, to reconcile them to God (vv. 5-18). Therefore 
consider well Jesus, the Envoy and High Priest of our con- 
fession! He is more exalted than Moses; so much higher 
does He stand than Moses, as the son, who is lord over the 

house, has precedence over the servant of the house (iii. 1-6). 
Take heed, therefore, in accordance with the admonition of the 

Holy Ghost, of unbelief and apostasy; since the fate of the 

fathers, who because of their disobedience ] egame the prey of 
destruction, serves to you as a warning’)! é promise of God 
of an entering into His rest is still unfulfilled; to you, also, 

the entrance is open, if you have faith, whereas rebelliousness 
against the admonition which is addressed anew unto you 
delivers you over to the vindicatory righteousness of God 
(iv. 1-13). The readers ought to hold fast to the Christian 
confession, since they possess in Jesus a High Priest who is 
not only highly exalted, but also is qualified to redeem man- 
kind (vv. 14-16). The two main essential qualifications 
which every human high priest must possess,—namely, the 
capacity for having sympathy with erring humanity, and the 
being no usurper of the office, but one called of God to 
the same,—Christ also possesses. He is a High Priest after 
the manner of Melchisedec (v. 1-10). But before the author 
passes over, as is his purpose, to the more detailed presenta- 

tion of the high-priestly dignity belonging to Christ after the 
manner of Melchisedec, and thus to His exalted rank above 

the Levitical high priests, he complains, in a digression, of the 
low stage of Christian knowledge at which the readers, who 
ought themselves long ago to have been teachers of Christianity, 
still remain. He exhorts them to strive after full manhood 
and maturity in the Christian life, and, in a note of warning, 
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reminds them that those who have already experienced, in its 
influence upon them, the fulness of blessing which pertains to 
Christianity, and nevertheless apostatize from the faith, by 
their own fault let slip beyond recovery the Christian blessed- 
ness; then, however, expresses the confidence he feels that it 

will not be so with the readers, who have distinguished them- 
selves, and do still distinguish themselves by works of Christian 
love, and indicates what he desires of them, namely, per- 
severance to the end; while at the same time he directs their 

attention to the inviolability of the divine promise and the 
objective certainty of the Christian hope (v. 11—vi. 20). , With 
the seventh chapter the author returns to the subject under 
discussion. He dwells first upon the person of Melchisedec 
himself, following up the hints of Scripture as he presents to 
his readers the exalted position of Melchisedec, and shows a 
threefold superiority of the same over the Levitical priests 
(vii. 1-10). From this relation of inferiority, however, it 
follows now that the Levitical priesthood, and thus conse- 
quently the Mosaic law in general, is imperfect and incapable 
of leading on to perfection. For otherwise there would have 
been no need, after the law had long been instituted, of the 
promise and the appearing of another priest of other descent 
(vv.11,12). That the Levitical priesthood, together with the 
Mosaic law, has lost its validity, is evident from the circum- 
stance that Christ, to whom that divine utterance Ps. cx. 4 

has reference, belongs as a matter of fact to a tribe which, 
according to Mosaic ordinance, has no part in the admini- 
stration of the priestly office (vv. 13, 14); it is further 
evident from the consideration that the new priest who is 
promised is to bear a resemblance to Melchisedec, in which is 
implied just the particular, that his characteristic peculiarity 
is other than that of the Levitical priests (vv. 15-17). The 
end, to the bringing in of which the Levitical priesthood was 
wanting in power, is attained by Christ’s everlasting priest- 
hood after the manner of Melchisedec (vv. 18, 19). The pre- 
eminence of this over the Levitical priesthood appears further 
from the fact that it was constituted by God by virtue of an 
oath, whereas the former was constituted without an oath (vv. 
20-22). The Levitical priests, moreover, die one after another: 
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Christ’s priesthood, on the other hand,—and that forms a third 
point of superiority,—since He ever liveth, is an unchangeable 
and intransitory priesthood (vv. 23-25). A fourth point of - 
superiority is manifested in the distinction, that while the 
Levitical priests are sinful men, who each successive day must 
offer sacrifices for their own sins and the sins of the people, 
Christ is the sinless Son of God, who once for all has offered 

up Himself as a sacrifice (vv. 26—28). But not only as regards 
His own person is Christ exalted far above the Levitical priests : 
the sanctuary, too, in which He exercises the high-priestly 
functions, is exalted far above the Levitical one. For Christ 

administers His office of high priest in the heavenly tabernacle, 
erected by God Himself, of which, as the prototype, the earthly 
tabernacle in which the Levitical priests minister is a mere 
copy (viii, 1-5). So much more excellent is the personal 
ministry of Christ, inasmuch as the covenant, whose Mediator 
He is, is a better covenant, because resting upon the foundation 

of better promises. The character of this promised new 
covenant is a more inner, spiritual one; and by the promise 
of a new covenant the old is declared to be worn out and no 
longer serviceable (vv. 6-13). In the disposition of the Mosaic 
sanctuary itself, and the ordering of the priestly ministration 
in conformity therewith, lies the indication on the part of God, 

that Mosaism is not itself the perfect religion, but only the 
preparatory institution for the same (ix. 1-8); as accordingly 
also the Levitical sacrifices, since they belong to the domain of 
carnal ordinance, are not in a position to make real atonement, 
whereas the sacrifice of Christ, presented by virtue of an eternal 
spirit through the efticacy of His own blood, possesses an ever- 
lasting power of atonement (vv. 9-14). In order to be the 
Middle Person of the New Covenant, Christ, however, must 

necds suffer death. That follows from the notion of a dca0yx«n, 
since such acquires a binding character only when the death 
of the dsa8éuevos has been before proved; as accordingly also 
the first, or Old Testament dcaOnxn, was not consecrated with- 

out blood, and without blood-shedding there is, under the 
Mosaic law, no forgiveness. For the consecration of the earthly 
sanctuary the blood of slain animals sufficed, but for the con- 
secration of the heavenly sanctuary there was need of a more 
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excellent sacrifice than these; this Christ has offered once for 

all at the end of the world, by His sin-cancelling sacrificial 
death; and in connection with His return, to be looked for 

unto the salvation of them that wait for Him, no repetition of 
sacrifice will be necessary (vv. 15-28). \ In the imperfection 
of the Mosaic law is to be sought the cause that under it the 
expiatory sacrifice is repeated every year; that repetition con- 
tains the reminder that there are ever sins still present, as 
truly a cancelling of sins by the blood of bulls and of goats is 
from the very nature of the case impossible (x. 1-4). Already 
in Scripture has it been expressed, that not by animal sacrifices, 

but only by the fulfilling of the will of God, deliverance from 
sins is to be attained. On the ground of this fulfilment of 
His will by Christ are we Christians sanctified (vv. 5-10). 
Hereupon the main distinction between the Old Testament high 
priest and the High Priest of the New Testament is once more 
brought into relief—namely, in that the former daily repeats 
the same sacrifices without thereby effecting the cancelling of 
sin; the latter, on the other hand, by His sacrifice once offered, 

has wrought everlasting sanctification ; and finally, attention is 
drawn to the Scripture testimony, that there is no more need 

for further expiatory sacrifice (vv. 15-18). 
The readers in possession of such an High Priest, and the 

blessing mediated by Him, are to cleave with resolution and 
constancy to the Christian faith, to incite one another to love 
and good works, and not, as has become a practice with some, 
to forsake the religious assemblies. And the more so since 
the Advent is now close at hand (vv. 19-25). For he who 
wittingly contemns recognised Christian truth, and sins against 
it, will not escape the avenging judgement of God (vv. 26-31). 
Mindful of the Christian courage they have displayed in 
former days, the readers are not to lose their Christian 
cheerfulness, but to persevere in the Christian career; for 

only a short time longer will it be before the return of 

Christ, and the entrance into the promised fulness of blessing 
(vv. 32-39). The author hereupon defines the nature of the 
miotts which he requires of the readers, and then sets before 
them examples of the heroism of faith from times gone by 
(chap. xi.). In possession of such a multitude of examples, 
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and with the eye fixed upon Jesus Himself, the readers are to 
endure with stedfastness the conflict which awaits them, and 

to regard their sufferings as a salutary chastisement on the 
part of that God who is full of fatherly love towards them 
(xii, 1-15). To this attaches an exhortation to concord and 
growth in holiness (vv. 14-17). The very constitution of 
the New Covenant, to which the readers have come, obliges 

them to the endeavour after sanctification. Whereas the Old 
Covenant bore the character of the sensuous, earthly, and that 

which awakens merely fear, the New Covenant has the 
character of the spiritual, heavenly, brings into communion 
with God and all holy ones, and confers reconciliation. The 
readers are therefore to be on their guard against apostatizing 
from the New Covenant, for their guilt and exposure to 
punishment would be thereby incomparably augmented. 
Rather should they be filed with gratitude towards God for 
the participation in the unshakeable kingdom of the New 
Covenant, and serve Him with awe and reverential fear 

(vv. 18-29). To this are now appended exhortations to 
continued brotherly love (xiii. 1), to hospitality (ver. 2), to 
the assistance of prisoners and oppressed (ver. 3), to chastity 
(ver. 4), to the eschewing of covetousness and to contentment 
(vv. 5, 6), to the remembering of former teachers and the 
emulating of their faith (ver. 7), to the avoidance of 
unchristian doctrines and precepts (vv. 8-15), to benevolence 
(ver. 16), to obedience towards the presidents of the congrega- 
tion (ver. 17). There follows a call to intercession on behalf 
of the author (vv. 18, 19), a wish of blessing (vv. 20, 21), 

the petition for a friendly reception of the epistle (ver. 22), 
the communication of a piece of intelligence (ver. 23), the 
prayer for the delivery of salutations, and, at the same time, 
the conveying of salutations to the readers (ver. 24), and the 
concluding wish of blessing (ver. 25). 

SEC. 4.—TIME AND PLACE OF COMPOSITION. 

The epistle can only have been written ata late time. For, 
according to ii. 3, xiii. 7 (comp. also v. 12, x. 32 ff), the 
recipients belonged to a second generation of Christians. 
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According to xiii. 7, the presidents and teachers of the 
congregation had already been snatched away from the same 
by death, and that a death by martyrdom. The death, too, 
of James, the brother of the Lord, who as president of the 
congregation at Jerusalem was reckoned one of the pillars of 
the Christian church (Gal. i. 9), must thus have already 
taken place; as it is, moreover, on general grounds hardly 
conceivable that, so long as James was still living, an 

encroachment upon his province, by means of a letter of such 
tone and contents as are displayed by the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, should have been made by the author of this 
epistle. The Epistle to the Hebrews cannot therefore have 
been written before the year 63 (Josephus, Antig. xx. 9. 1). 
Its time of composition, however, must yet fall in the period 
before the destruction of Jerusalem. For the presupposition 
that the Levitical service of the temple is still continuing, 
underlies the current of the whole epistle. Instances in proof 
are found not only vii. 4, 5, ix. 6 ff, xii. 10 ff, and 

specially ix. 9,—where the continued existence of the fore- 
tabernacle (or holy place) in the Jewish sanctuary is 
expressly explained as a typical reference to the time now 
being, in which the priests still continue to offer sacrifices 
wlich are unable to afford satisfaction to the conscience 
(comp. besides vii. 8, 20, viii. 13, x. 2),—but also in general 
a great part of the contents of the epistle, wherein the 
erroneous persuasion of the readers that the attainment of 

everlasting salvation is not possible without continued 
participation in the Levitical sacrificial rites and temple 
cultus, is controverted by our author. Further, our epistle 
‘must have been composed even before the beginning of the 
Jewish war; for if this had already broken out, distinct 
references thereto could not have been wanting. Yet it 
would seem that the commotions and insurrections which 
immediately preceded the outbreak of the Jewish war had 

already begun. For, x. 25, reference is made to the fact that 

the visible signs of the approaching advent of Christ have 
already appeared before the eyes of the readers; and their 
personal condition was, according to xii. 4 ff., xiii. 13, one of 

great suffering. That supposition is thus the most natural 

vo 
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one which places the date of the epistle’s composition between 
the years 65 and 67. 

According to Orelli (Select. patrum eccles. capp. ad eianyn- 
Tux sacram pertinentia, P. IIL, Turic. 1822, p. 4 sq.), the 
Epistle to the Hebrews was composed only towards the year 
90; according to Holtzmann (Zeitschr. f. wiss. Theol. 1867, 
p. 6 f.), Harnack (Patrum <Apostt. Opp. I. p. Ixxxii.), and 
others, only after the persecution under Domitian; according 
to Schwegler (Nachapostolisches Zeitalter, Bd. II. p. 309), 
somewhere about the close of the first century; according to 
Hausrath (Neutestamentl. Zeitgesch., 1st ed. III. p. 401 f.), only 
after Trajan’s persecution; according to Volkmar (Religion 
Jesu, p. 388 f.) and Keim (Geschichte Jesu v. Nazara, Bd. L, 

Ziirich 1867, p. 148 f, 636), only between the years 
116-118. See, on the other hand, the remarks of Grimm in 

the Zeitschr. f. wiss. Theol. 1870, p. 23 ff. Without ground 
does Mangold Gin Bleek’s Hinl. in d. N. 7., 3d ed., Berlin 

1875, p. 617) object against the conclusiveness of Grimm’s 
reasoning, that “the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews 
conducts his argument on the basis of the Scripture repre- 
sentation of the tabernacle” as of “a purely ideal magnitude,” 
which does not guarantee “the actual continuance of the 
temple cultus.” This objection would be admissible if the 
preterites e@yev, ix. 1, and xatecxevacOn, ix. 2, had, in the 

formula which resumes all the previous description,—tovTwv 
d€ OUTws KaTecKevacpévwv, ver. 6,— been followed by a 

participle worist. But it becomes directly impossible when 
instead thereof a participle perfect is chosen; inasmuch as, by 
this construction, beyond doubt the opinion of the author is 
manifested that in the inner arrangement of the temple the 
inner arrangement of the tabernacle is still perpetuated. The 
following praesentia can therefore be understood only in the 
most strictly present sense, and not “as praesentia of the legal 

defining.” 
The place of composition is indeterminable. Only thus 

much is clear from xiii, 24, that it is to be sought outside of 
Italy. 
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SEC. 5.—FORM AND: ORIGINAL LANGUAGE. 

That the composition was an actual letter, and not, as has 
been assumed by Berger (Gétting. theol. Bibl., Th. III. St. 3, 
p. 449 ff; Moral. Hinleit. in das N. T., Th. III. p. 442 f. 
Comp. also Reuss, Geschichte der h. Schrr. N. T., 5th ed, 

Braunschw. 1874, § 151), a homily, is acknowledged, and is, 

moreover, rendered certain by the personal allusions at the 
close of the composition, since these admit neither of our 
regarding them, with Berger, as the later appendix of another 
author, nor, with Schwegler (Nachapostolisches Zeitalter, Bd. I. 
p. 304), as a “ literary fiction.” 

In like manner, the opinion frequently expressed in ancient 
times,—originally broached with a view to the removal of the 
difficulties arising from the literary character of the book, 
upon the presupposition of the authorship of the Apostle 
Paul,—and in recent times specially advocated by Joseph 
Hallet, jun., and John David Michaelis, that the epistle was 

originally composed in the Hebrew (Aramaic) language, and 
only afterwards translated into Greek, is at the present time 
universally recognised to be erroneous. Even on account of 
the great freedom with which the translator must have 
proceeded in the remoulding of the original,—on account of 
the purity in the Greek expression, the skill in the formation 

of genuine Greek periods, such as are foreign to the Aramaic, 
—on account of the many compound terms, the equivalent of 

which could have been expressed in Aramaic only by means 
of periphrases (as 7roAupepas Kal TodUTpOTAS, 1. 1; aTavyacua, 

1. 3; wetpiovrabety, v. 2; evmrepiotaros, xii. 1, etc.),—on account 

of the multitude of paronomasias, which could not possibly be 
in every case the work of chance (i. 1, ii. 2, ii. 3, ii. 8, ii. 10, 

ii fen itary 2) Vv. Vv. 8, v. 14, vi. 3, vil. 9, vil. 13, 
Willd, wie ao. 240 ix, 10, rx. 285x. 29, x. 34, x. 38, 395 

xi. 27, xi. 37, xii, 24, 25, xiii. 14),—and on account of the 
ambiguous use of dcaOn«n, ix. 15 ff.’ this view is wanting in 
all probability and naturalness. Absolutely inadmissible, 
however, it becomes only from the fact that the author, not 

1 Nevertheless, as has already been observed by Braun, as also by Bleek, 
the ‘pnt, adopted by the Aramaic from the Greek and occurring in the 

MryYeER.—HEs. E 
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only in connection with his Biblical citations, but also in the 
conducting of his argument, bases his reasoning throughout 
upon the form of the text in the LXX., even when this 
version gives a sense entirely at variance with that of the 
original text. With particular distinctness does this appear 
x. 5 ff, where in place of the Hebrew ‘M3 Ds the entirely 
diverse c@ua Sé Katnpticw pos of the LXX. is adopted by 
our author, and then at ver. 10 the mpocgopad tod ca@patos 
"Incod Xpictod brought into relation therewith. 

Talmud, as frequently also in the Peshito; or the p%p, more usual with the 

Chaldee Paraphrasts, as also in the Peshito,—might certainly also have com- 
> > Oo 

bined the twofold signification of a ‘‘covenant” anda ‘‘ testament.” 
o 
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“H wpos ‘E8patous érictonn, 

A B KRW have merely Mpis ‘EGpaiouy. Simplest and probably 
earliest superscription. 

CFE AGP LE Ry. 

Ver. 1. 2x écyarov] Elz.: é toydérav. Against ABDEK 
L Mx, most min., Vulg. Copt. a/., and many Fathers. The 
plural éoy%dézw» arose from the 7#» immediately following. — 
Ver. 2. In place of zai rods widvas éroinoev of the Recepta, 
A B D* D*** E Mx, 17, 37, al., Vulg. It. Copt. Syr. al., Patres 
Gr. et Lat.m. have zai évoiqcey rode aidvas. Already recom- 
mended by Griesb. Rightly adopted by Lachm. Tisch. and 
Alford. In addition to the strong attestation, this position of 
the words is favoured by the internal ground that in this order 
the emphasis falls, as was required, upon é7o/yjoev, instead of 
falling upon rods aidivas.— Ver. 3. Before zadapiowdv, Elz. 
Wetst. Griesb. Matth. Scholz, Bloomf. Tisch. 7, Reiche (Com- 
mentarius Criticus in WN. T., t. III. p. 6 sq.), with D***, almost 
all min. Syr. utr. (Aeth. ?) Ath. p. 362, Chrys. in text. et comm. 
dis., Oec. Theoph. Aug. (7) add 67 éavrod. But 6 éaurod, 
instead of which 6’ airod (according to Theodoret’s express 
observation to be read as 6,’ aired) is found with D* 137, Copt. 
Clar. Germ. Cyr. (semel) Didym. Theodoret, in t. et comm. 
Euthal. Damasce. in textu, is wanting in A B D** x, 17, 46* 47, 
80, Vulg. Arm. Cyr. (saepe) Cyr. Hieros. pseudo-Athanas. (ed. 
Bened, ii. 337), Damasc. (comm.) Sedul. Cassiod. Bede. 
Already suspected by Mill (Prolegg. 991). Rightly deleted as 
a gloss by Bleek, de Wette, Lachm. Tisch. 1, 2, and 8, and 
Alford. For although the addition of tavrot (by Himself, ze. by 
the offering of Himself, inasmuch as He was at the same time 
High Priest and Victim) is in perfect keeping with the after 
deductions of the epistle, it is nevertheless not indispensable ; 
and though it is conceivable that 6/ éavrod was taken up into 
the preceding «trod, yet it is, on the other hand, hardly credible, 
seeing the endeavour of the author after linguistic euphony, 
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that he should have placed the words airo5, 6 éaurod (wirod) in 
immediate juxtaposition the one with the other. — Instead of 
wormodmevos trav awapriay, Bengel, Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. 1 
and 8, Alford read: ra» amapriay coimocdmevos. In favour of 
the latter decides the preponderant attestation on the part of 
ABDE Ms, 27, 46, ai, Vulg. It. Cyr. Cyr. Hieros. Athan. Did. 
ps.-Athan. Dam. (comm.).— rév auapriav] Elz. Matth. Scholz: 
cGy amaprioy auay But yuav is wanting in A B D* E* M »%, 

67** al., Vulg. It. Copt. Syr. Aeth. Cyr. utr. Nyss. Didym. 
Damasc. Aug. Sedul. Cassiod. al. Already suspected by Mill 
(Prolegg. 496) and Griesb. Rightly rejected by Lachm., Bleek, 
de Wette, Tisch. Reiche, Alford. It was added as a dogmatic 
precaution, in order to guard against a referring of the words 
also to the own é&mupzias of the subject. — Ver. 8. paSdog sbdurnros 
ji padoos r7%¢ Bacircias cov] Instead of that, Lachm. in the edit. 

stereot. (as likewise Tisch. 8) read: xa? (A B D* E* M&, 17, 
Aeth. Clar. Germ. Vulg. ms. Cyr.) 7 (A B MX, Cyr.) paGdoc 
vis (A BM N** Cyr.) eidirnros paBdog (A BM 8** Cyr.) rH ¢ 

Baotacias cov. In the later larger edition, vol. IL, on the other 
hand, he has adopted zai péBdos r%s sddUryros paBOos rH 

Bactasias cov. The xaé at the beginning is, as also Bleek and 
Alford decide, to be looked upon as original, but in other 
respects the Recepta is to be retained, inasmuch as the 7 before 
the first «860s (in the first edition of Lachmann) would be a 
variation from the text presented by the LXX., such as could 
hardly be ascribed to the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
considering the closeness with which he follows that translation 
in other cases, and the purity in other respects of his Greek 
expression. — Ver. 9. dvouiav] A 8, 13, 23, al., Cyr. Chron. Alex. 
Eus. Chrys. ms. &ésx/a»; preferred by Bleek, since it is also 
found in the Cod. Alex. of the LXX. Adopted also by Tisch. 8. 
But dvoziay might easily be changed into aéxiay, since the latter 
formed a more direct opposite to the preceding d:cscbvny. — 
Ver. 12. 2r/Zeis| Beza, Bengel, Tisch. 8: d&aranczac. Only insuffi- 
ciently supported by D* 8* 438, Vulg. (not Harl.*) It. Tert. — 
adrovs| Lachm.: awirovs, as imariov, after A B D* Es, Aeth. 
Arm. Clar. Germ. Spite of the strong authority, an apparent 
gloss, explanatory of woz) reps Borcsov. 

Vy. 1—4. Without beginning with the ordinary salutation, 
with the omission even of any kind of preface, the author 
proceeds at once to place the revelation of God in Christ in 
contrast with the revelations of God under the Old Covenant, 

inasmuch as he characterizes the revelations under the Old 
Covenant as imperfect, while he shows the perfection of this 
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new revelation by a description of the incomparable dignity of 
its Mediator. With vv. 1—3 the author strikes the keynote 
for all that which he is subsequently to disclose to the readers. 
The utterances of these three verses afford the theme of his 
whole epistle. For the later dogmatic disquisitions are only 
the more full unfolding of the same; and for the later parae- 
neses they form the motive and fundamental consideration. 

To ver. 4, however,—which combines grammatically with that 
which precedes into the unity of a well-ordered,: rhetorically 
vigorous and majestic period,—vv. 1—3 stand related as the 
universal to the particular, since that which was_ before 
expressed in a more general way is in ver. 4 brought into 
relief on a special side, which finds in the sequel its detailed 
development, in such wise that then ver. 4 in turn forms, as 
regards its contents, the theme for the first section of the 
epistle (i. 4-11. 18). 

On vv. 1-3 comp. L. J. Uhland, Dissert. Theol. ad Hebr. 
i. 1-3, Pars L, IL, Tubing. 1777, 4. — G. M. Amthor, Com- 
mentatio exegetico-dogmatica in tres priores versus epistolae ad 
febraeos scriptae (Coburg), 1828, 8.—(J. G. Reiche), Jn 
locum epist. ad Hebr. i. 1-3 observationes, Gotting. (Weihnachts- 
programm) 1829, 4. 

Ver. 1. Tlodupepas Kal wodvtporas x.7.r.] After God had 
spoken oftentimes and in manifold ways of old time to the 
fathers in the prophets. The twofold expression woXvpepas 
kat jwoXuTpoTe@s (comp. Maximus Tyrius, Dissert. vii. 2, 
xvii. 7) is by no means merely rhetorical amplification of one 
and the same idea (Chrysostom: toutéots duadopws; Michaelis, 
Abresch, Dindorf, Heinrichs, Kuinoel, Reiche, Tholuck,! and 

others). To wodXvpmepés is that which ts divided into many 
parts (TO ets moAAd pepifopevov, Hesychius). ITonrvpepas 
therefore presents the XNadezv of former ages from the point of 
view of something which was accomplished in a multiplicity 
of successive acts, whereas toAuTpoOTeas brings out the mani- 
fold character of the modality in which, in connection with 
those acts, the A@Xey was accomplished. Common thus to 
both expressions is, indeed, the notion of changeful diversity ; 

1 The last-named expositor would otherwise expect an antithetical avads (!) or 
tgarué at the close of the verse. 
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but the former marks the changeful diversity of the times in 
which, and the persons through whom, God revealed Himself ; 
the latter, the changeful diversity of the divine revelations as 
regards contents and form. For not only was the substance 
and extent of the single revelations disproportioned, but also 
the modes of their communication varied, inasmuch as God 

spoke to the recipients of His revelations sometimes by means 
of visions and dreams, sometimes mouth to mouth (comp. 
Num. xi. 6 ff.), sometimes immediately, sometimes by the 
intervention of an angel, sometimes under the veil of symbols 
and types, sometimes without these.’ By the very choice of 
ToNVLEpaS Kal ToAVTpPOTwSs Our author indicates the imperfec- | 
tion of the O. T. revelations. No single one of them contained | 
the full truth, for otherwise there would have been no need of | 

a succession of many revelations, of which the one supple- 
mented the other. And just so was the continual change in 
the modes of communicating these revelations a sign of imper- 
fection, inasmuch as only a perfect form of communication 
corresponds to the perfect truth. — As, moreover, on the one 
hand, by means of the adverbs the imperfection of the O. T. 
revelation is indicated in contrast with the perfection of the 
N. T. revelation; so, on the other hand, by means of the 
identity of the subject 0 Oeds in AaAjoas and éAdAncev, the 

1 Erroneously does Grimm (Theol. Literaturbl. to the Darmstadt A. K. Z. 

1857, No. 29, p. 661) raise against the above explanation, according to which 

rorurpsrws has respect not only to the purport, but also at the same time to the 
form of the divine revelations, the objection that the properly understood éy sois 
xpog. (see below) does not accord therewith, inasmuch as revelations ‘‘ mouth to 

mouth,” or by the intervention of angels, would not have been a speaking of 
God in the prophets, but fo (pas) the same. For what is spoken of (ver. 1) is 
not the relation of God to the prophets in itself alone, but the relation of Ged 
to the fathers through the mcdiwm of the prophets. The fact, however, that the 
prophets, as men in whom God was present, brought to the knowledge of the 
fathers the revelations received, is independent of the way and manner in which 
those revelations were previously communicated to themselves by God. — Since, 

moreover, the prophets as recipients of revelation in the first rank are distin- 
guished from the fathers as recipients of revelation in the second rank, and 
only an interweaving of the relation of God to both takes place, we cannot 
assume either, with Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebrderbr. p. 90), who in other 

respects rightly explains roaurpsrws, that the form of the communication of the 
word of God to. the prophets is to be taken into account only so far as a duly 
proportioned form corresponded to it, even as in the prophetic word the revela- 
tion of God became known to the fathers. 
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inner connection between the revelations of the O. T. and that 
of the N. T. is brought into relief, and in this way attention is 
tacitly drawn to the fact that the former was the divinely 
appointed preliminary stage and preparation for the latter. — 
mandat] of old, in long bygone times. For Malachi was looked 
upon as the last of the O. T. prophets, and since his appearing 
already from four. to five centuries had elapsed. Delitzsch : 
marae is not so much antiquitus as antehac, since the contrast 
is not between ancient and recent or new, but between past and 
present. Wrongly ; for the opposition of a “ prius” and “ post” 
has certainly been already expressed by Aadjoas and €AdAqer, 
whereas 7rdéAaz still finds its special, and indeed very signifi- 
cant opposition in é7” écyatou Tay nuepov TovT@y, and must 
accordingly be explained after the analogy of this. — Aaneiv] 
particularly in our epistle of very frequent use, to indicate 
divine revelations. Comp. i. 2, 3, ui. 5, vii. 14, ix. 19, x1. 18, 

xii, 24, 25. — tots matpdcuw ] to the fathers (forced, and need- 
lessly ; Kurtz: trois watpaow, and equally so afterwards 7piv, 
is dativus convmodi), wc. to the forefathers of the Jewish 
people. Comp. Rom. ix. 5. The expression in its absolute 
use characterizes author and recipients as born Jews. — 

mpopjtat| is to be taken in the widest sense, in such wise 
that all holy men of the O. T. history who received revelations 
from God are comprehended under it. For unquestionably 
the aim of the discussion now begun, that of expressing the 
pre-eminence of the revelation contained in Christ over each 
and all of the O. T. revelations, demands this. But thus must 

Moses also, and very specially, be reckoned as belonging to 
the rpopjjraz, since Moses held the first rank in the series of 
development of the pre-Christian revelations; as, accordingly, 
ili. 2 ff, the superiority of Christ even over Moses is expressly 
asserted. Nor does the wider acceptation of mpodfjrat en- 
counter any difficulties on the ground of Biblical usage. Comp. 
eg. Gen. xx. 7, where Abraham is spoken of as a mpodyrns 
(8°23); Deut. xxxiv. 10, where it is said of Moses: Kat ov« 

avéorn ete Tpodytns év Iopayjr wos Mwics. Philo, too (de 
nom. mut. p. 1064 A, ed. Mangey, I. p. 597), calls Moses the 
apxeTpodyrns. — By virtue of this wider acceptation of mpo- 
gira: in itself, the opinion of Er. Schmid and Stein, that 
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év tois mpodytas signifies: “in the prophetic Scriptures,” 
becomes an impossibility ; quite apart from the consideration 
that this interpretation is also sufficiently refuted by the anti- 

thesis év vic. But just as little is év tots rpodytass to be 
made equivalent to dua tev mpofytav, as is done by Chry- 
sostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Primasius, Luther, Calvin, 

Grotius, and the majority, also Bohme, Reiche, Tholuck, 

Stengel, Ebrard, Bisping, Bloomfield, Delitzsch, Maier, and 
M‘Caul. For the linguistic character of the Epistle ‘to, the 
Hebrews affords no warrant for the supposition of such a 
Hebraism in the interchange of prepositions. Nor is. this 
proved by ix. 25, to which Tholuck appeals in following the 
precedent of Fritzsche (Jen. Literaturzeit. 1843, p. 59). °Ev 

is of more extensive significance than 6a. While the latter 
would signify the mere medium, the mere instrument, év 
implies that God, in revealing Himself to the fathers by the 
prophets, was present in the latter, was indwelling in them, in 

such wise that the prophets were only the outward organs of 
speech for the God who spoke in them. Comp. 2 Cor. xi. 3 ; 
Matt. x. 20.— ém’ écyatou Tay jpepav TovTwv] Antithesis to 
adda. Wrongly does Delitzsch, with the approval of Meier 
(comp. also Schneckenburger in the Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1861, 
H. 3, p. 557), take tév jpepdv tovTwy as apposition to é7’ 
éoxydtou: “at the period’s close, which these days form,’— 
for which, on account of the article before separ, the placing 
of éml tod éoydrov would at least have been required,— 
while he then still more arbitrarily finds in éoyatov tov 
npepov “the expression indicative of one idea, equivalent to 

oo NNN,” and makes tovTwy belong logically to the whole 
idea! The pépar abras are identical with that which is 
elsewhere called 0 aiw@y obzos, in opposition to 0 alov wédXdwv. 
The demonstrative tovTwy refers to the fact that these 7uépae 

are the period of time in which the author equally as his 
readers lives, and of an €cyaroy of these jpépar he speaks, 
because like all N. T. writers—the author of the Second 

Epistle of Peter (iii. 4 ff.) excepted—he regards the return of 
Christ, for the transforming of the present order of the world 
and the accomplishment of the Messianic kingdom, as near at 
hand ; comp. x. 37, ix. 26. — #piv] to us, namely, who belong 
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to the age just mentioned, the éryatoy Tay puepav TovTar. 
Antithesis to to@s matpdow. — év vid] anarthrous, as vii. 28 ; 
not because vios has acquired the nature of a nomen propriwm 
(Béhme, Bloomfield, Delitzsch, Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebrderbr. 

p. 272), but for the indication of the essential property: in 

one (to wit, Christ) who is not merely prophet—who is more 
than that, namely, Son. 

Vy. 2—4. The author unfolds the idea of superiority con- 
tained in vi@, ver. 1, in sketching a brief portraiture in full 

of the Son of God, and setting vividly before the readers the 
incomparable dignity of this Son, as manifested in each single 
one of the various periods of His life. 

Ver. 2. As far as tis Suvdpews adtod, ver. 3. The dignity 

of the Son as the premundane Logos. — Tévae with double 
accusative, in the sense of covey tiuvd te, is no Hebraism 

(aw, nw), but is very frequent with the classics. Comp. ev. 
Herodian, Hist. v. 7.10: ’Ed’ ois ’Avtwvivos avy oxyadre 
Kal peteylyvacke, Oéwevos adTov viov Kal KoLYwVOY THS apXiS ; 
Xenophon, Cyrop. iv. 6. 3: domep av evdaiuova Twatépa Traits 
tinov Tein; Aelian, Var. Hist. xiii. 6; Homer, Odyss. ix. 
404, al. Comp. also Elsner ad loc.; Kiihner, Il. p. 226, — 

"E@nxev, however, has reference not so much to the time 

when Christ, having completed the work of redemption, has 
returned to the Father in heaven (so the Greek expositors ; 
and in like manner Primasius, Erasmus (Paraphr.), Calvin, 
Cameron, Corn. a Lapide, Grotius, Schlichting, Calov, Ham- 

mond, Braun, Limborch, Storr, Ebrard, Delitzsch, Riehm, Lehr- 

begr. des Hebréerbr. p. 295 ff.;* Maier, Moll, and others), but 

1 According to Riehm, the author first (ver. 2) glanced at the final point of the 
power of the Redeemer, and then at the beginning thereof, and after this (ver. 3) 
described the way to that final point with respect to the beginning. But how- 
ever delicate and acute this conception of the subject, it is too greatly refined 
and artificial. In point of simplicity and naturalness it falls short of the view 
that at vv. 2, 3 the various phases of the life of Christ are described in their 
historic succession, so that only in connection with the intermediate member— 
wy. . « Cipwy re x.7.2., ver. 3 (sce on the verse)—there resounds throughout, in 
addition to the main reference to an earlier condition of the life of Christ, at the 

same time the subordinate reference to a later condition of His life. That which 
Riehm urges in support of his own view, and in refutation of the opposite one, is 

easily disposed of. When he thinks, in the first place, that only by his appre- 
hension the whole structure of the period becomes thoroughly clear, this is 
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relates to the appointment made in the eternal decree of God 
before all time ; thus has reference to Christ as the premundane 
Logos. This application is required in order to a due pro- 
portion with the declarations immediately following, and to 
the logical development of the well thought-out periods, in 
which the discourse reaches the exaltation of the incarnate 
Redeemer only with éxa@iucev ev debra tis weyarwovvns €v 
ivrndois, ver. 3. The idea of the pre-existence of Christ or 

already shown to be inaccurate by the fact that the simple is always more clear 
than the complex. For even if it be admitted in some respects that a new divi- 
sion of thought begins with the ¢:, ver. 3, which specially brings into relief the 
subject, whereas before ¢ 4:4: was the subject, yet nothing is to be inferred from 
this, because the character of the relative statements, ver. 2, is not changed 

thereby, inasmuch as the reference to God assuredly appears in the third rela- 
tive clause, namely, in xexAzpovounzev, ver. 4. When Riehm further contends 

that in his explanation ver. 2 agrees much better with that which precedes,— 
inasmuch as by the vis, ver. 1, the historic Christ is confessedly to be understood, 

but now an inexplicable leap in the thought would arise, if the author had first 
ascribed to the historic Christ a number of predicates, which were appropriate to 
Him only as the premundane Logos, and should only afterwards speak of His 
present glory,—this contention is already sufficiently refuted by the wholly 
parallel procedure of the Apostle Paul, Phil. ii. 5 ff., who likewise takes his 
departure from the historic Christ, and then, in the same order which Riehm 

calls an ‘‘ inexplicable leap in the thought,” attaches thereto further statements 
with regard to the person of the Redeemer. Moreover, in our passage the order 
of succession censured as an ‘‘ inexplicable leap in the thought” is perfectly 
justified, because viss, ver. 1, is the total expression, which, as such, includes 

in itself all the stadia in the life of Christ ; and thus from it one might proceed 
with equal justice immediately to the premundane Christ as to the exalted 
Christ. If Riehm further supposes that in connection with the appointment as 
heir, ver. 2, we cannot think of a destination made in the eternal decree of God, 

then the analogous declaration of Scripture: raripu rorrwy thay ridsixad oz, Rom. 
iv. 17, already proves the opposite; and if he finds the expression xzAnpovaucs 
appropriate only to the incarnate Son, inasmuch as the name could hardly other- 
wise occur in connection with :#éve: than in reference to a possession which the 
zanpovoeos once had not, there underlies this objection only this amount of 
truth, namely, that the expression zAzpovcwes no doubt includes in itself a refer- 
ence pointing to the future ; but that which it is designed to express by the first 
relative clause is assuredly also only the thought that Christ was in the ideal 
sense before all time appointed or made something, which in the real sense He 
could only be in the full extent at the end of all time. When, finally, Riehm 
believes that ¢y 2énxev zAnpovoucy ravrwy, ver. 2, must be understood of the domi- 

nion of the exalted Christ, for the reason that the passage i. 8, 9, bearing upon 
the dominion of the exalted Christ, is supposed to refer back to those words, this 
is altogether erroneous, since a special referring back on the part of i. 8, 9 to the 
opening proposition of ver. 2 is not by any means to be admitted. See below, 
the analysis of contents of vy. 5-14. 
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the Son of God as the eternal Logos with its nearer defini- 
tions, as this comes forth here and in that which immediately 

follows, is the same as is met with also in Paul’s writings. Comp. 
Col. i. 15 ff; Phil. ii. 6; 1 Cor. viii. 6, x. 4, xv. 47; 2 Cor. 
iv. 4, viii. 9. Yet, in the shaping of this idea on the part 
of the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, not only the 
teaching of Paul, but likewise the Logos-speculations of Philo, 

with whose writings the Epistle to the Hebrews has manifold 
points in common, have not been without influence. — «dnpo- 

vouov TavTarv] heir, i.c. (future) Possessor and Lord of all things, 
namely, of the world. Chrysostom: Té 6é tod KAnpovdpov 

évopate Kéxpntat, Svo Snr@v, Kal TO THs vidTNTOS YvrcLoy, Kal 

TO Ths KUpicTnTos avaTootactov. Comp. Gal. iv. 7; Rom. 
viii. 17.— & od] by whom. Grammatically unwarranted, 
Grotius: propter quem (6’ 6v). Comp. also ii, 10.— cai 
érroinoev| The emphasis falls upon the word éroincev, on 
that account preposed, while tods aiavas only takes up again 
under a varying form a notion already expressed in that which 
precedes, and «a/ indicates no heightening of the expression 
(even, or more than this; Wolf and others), but is intended to 

bring out the accordance between the statement in the second 
relative clause and that in the first; so that the fact that by 
the Son the ai@ves were created is made to follow as some- 

' thing quite natural, from the fact that He was by God con- 
stituted kAnpovoepmos mavtwy (by whom He also created, etc.). 
Wronely does Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebrderbr. p. 298 f.) invert 
the relation of the two members indicated by xa/, in finding 
out the sense: “the installation of the Son in the office of 

the world’s dominion is in entire accordance with the fact 
that by the Son the world was created; in other words, from 
the relation of the Son to God and the world, revealed in the 

latter fact, His installation in the office of the world’s domi- 

nion presents nothing extraordinary, but rather appears some- 
thing which we could not at all expect to be otherwise.” [So 
in substance Owen, who seeks to combine the two meanings 
of 7:Oévar.] Had this been meant, then 82’ od érroincev tods 
ai@vas, ov Kat EOnKevy KAnpovopov tavtwy must have been 
written. For the «ai of the second clause accentuates the fact 
that what follows is in accord with that which precedes, not 



76 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS. 

that what precedes is in accord with that which follows, Comp. 
Phil. 111. 20, where by means of «a the fact that we expect 
the Lord Jesus Christ from heaven as a deliverer is repre- 
sented as something quite natural, since our 7oAlTevua is in 
heaven; but not conversely is the fact that our woAirevpa is 

in heaven deduced from the presupposition of our expecting 

Christ from thence. — tovs ai@vas]| does not here denote the 
ages; either in such wise that the totality of the periods of 

time from the creation of the world to its close is meant (Chry- 
sostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Thomas Aquinas, 
Daniel Heinsius), for this thought would be too abstract; or 
in such wise that the two main periods in the world’s history 

—the pre-Messianic and the Messianic—are to be under- 
stood thereby (Paulus, Stein), for in connection with the 
absolute Tovs atdvas no one could have thought of this special 
division into two parts. Nor must we either apprehend tovs 
ai@vas of the Acons in the sense of the Gnostics (Amelius in 

Wolf, Fabricius, Cod. Apocryph. N. T. 1. p. 710); for at the 
time when our author wrote this notion of the word did not 
yet exist. tovds aidvas is to be understood of the worlds, of 
the totality of all things existing in time (and space), so that 
it is identical with the preceding wavtwy and the following 
Ta Tavta of ver. 3. 06 alwy,it is true, has always with the 
classics the strict notion of duration of time; but, as in the 

case of the Hebrew neiy, this notion might easily pass over 
into the wider notion of that which forms the visible contents 
of time, thus into that of the complex of all created things. 
This interpretation is confirmed by the reading of xi. 3, where 
aidéves cannot possibly be used in any other sense. — As 
parallel passages to this second relative clause of ver. 2, ex- 
pressing the thought of a creation of the universe by the pre- 
mundane Son of God, comp. in Paul’s writings, Col. 1. 16; 
1 Cor. viii. 6; in those of John, John i. 3,10. Philo, too, 

supposes the world was created by the Logos, as the earliest 
or first-born Son of God. Comp. de Cherubim, p. 129 (ed. 
Maneey, I. p. 162): ie tHyv peylotny oikiay % Todw, TOVde 
TOV KOgMoY euUpnoes yap aiTloy ev adTodD Tov Deov, bp’ ob 
yeyovev, UrAnv bé Ta Téccapa aotovyeia, e& av cuvexpabn, 
dpyavoy O€ Noxyov Oeod, Ov ov KaTETKEVAGOn, THs Oé KaTA- 
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oKEUAS aitiay THY ayaboTnTa Tod SnuLoupyod. — De Monarch. 
lib. ii. p. 823 B (ed. Mangey, II. p. 225): Adyos S€ eat 
eixov Oeod, Su’ 08 ctpras 6 Kdcmos eOnmLoupyetto, — 
Legg. allegor. lib. iii. p. 79 A (ed. Mangey, I. p. 106): coxa 
Ocod Sé 6 AOYos adTodD eat, @ KaBaTEp Opyavw Tpoc- 
XpPNTAMEVOS EKOTMOTFOLEL. 

Ver. 3. Continued description of the dignity of the Son. 
The main declaration of the verse, ds ékdOicev év SeEva Tis 

peyadwovvys év wnnrois, is established on the grounds pre- 
sented in the preceding participles dv... dépwy Te... 
Troimaodauevos. The grounding, however, is a twofold one, inas- 

much as the participles present still relate to Christ as the 
Aoyos adoapxos, and describe His nature and sway, while the 
participle aorist has as its contents the redeeming act of the 
Adyos évcapxos. Of the two present participles, the first 

corresponds to the former half of the proposition, ver. 2, and 
the second to the latter half. — @y amavyacua] not: quum 
esset, but: quum sit dmavy., or as atavyacpa. For the 
civar aTavyacpua K.T.r. and dépev Ta TavTa K.T.r., Which was 
appropriate to the Son of God in His prehuman form of 

existence, has, after the exaltation or ascension has taken 

place, become again appropriate to Him.’ — atavyacua] an 
Alexandrian word, occurring Wisd. vii. 26, and frequently with 
Philo, but only here in the N.T. It is explained either (1) as 
a beaming forth or radiance, i.c. as a ray which flows forth 
from the light, eg., of the sun. So Bleek, Bisping, Delitzsch, 
Maier, Kurtz, and Hofmann, after the example of Clarius, Jac. 

1 Hofmann (Schriftbew. I. p. 159f., 2d ed.; comp. also his remarks in the 
Commentary, p. 64 ff.) believes that the ay dratyacua x.7.2. and the Qipay rz 

wave x,7.4. must be referred exclusively to the exalted Christ, but on untenable 
grounds. For from the consideration that @ipay re ra wdyra ‘‘forms the 
most unambiguous contrast to the condition of Christ’s life in the flesh,” nothing 
is to be argued in favour of this view; because this contrast is equally to be 
supposed, when we understand these words alike of the premundane as of the 

exalted Christ. The further assertion, however, that in the case of a referring 

of ay aratyacue x.¢.a, to that which Christ is apart from His humanity, the 

declaration ver. 3 must have been connected by means of és tcrw instead of ay, is 
lacking in all grammatical support. For, so far as concerns the sense, there 
is no difference whatever between ¢s ievw and #y; only regard for rhetorical 
euphony and the due rounding off of the periods determined the author upon 
expressing himself as he did. 
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Cappellus, Gomar., Schlichting, Gerhard, Calov, Owen, Rambach, 

Peirce, Calmet, Heumann, Bohme, Reiche. Or (2) as image, 

reflected radiance, i.e. as a likeness formed by reflex rays, 
reflection. So Erasmus, Calvin, Beza, Grotius, Wittich, lim- 

borch, Stein, Grimm (Theol. Literaturbl. to the Darmstadt A. 

Kirch-Z. 1857, No. 29, p. 661, and in his Lexie. N. T. p. 36), 

Nickel (Reuter’s Repert. 1857, Oct., p. 17), Moll, and others ; 
so substantially also Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. p. 279). 
In favour of the former interpretation it may be advanced 
that Hesychius paraphrases aatvyaopa by 7)\ov déyyos ; and 
in Levic. Cyrilli ms. Brem. are found the words : aratyacpa 

aKTis HAloU, 7) TPwTH TOD ALaKOdD wTos amoBody, as accord- 
ingly also Chrysostom and Theophylact explain aravyacpa 
by das éx dords, the latter with the addition To amavyacpa 
€x TOU ALOU Kal ody UaTEpov avTod; and Theodoret observes : 
To yap aratyacpa Kat éx tod mupds éott Kal civ TO Tupt 
€or’ Kal aitov pev exer TO- TOP, ax@piatov Sé é€ote TOU 
mupos’ €& ob yap TO Tip, €& éexelvou Kal To arravyacpa, But 
without reason does Bleek claim, in favour of this first inter- 

pretation, also the usage of Philo and Wisd. vi. 26, For in 
the passage of Philo, de Special. legg. § 11 (ed. Mangey, I. 
p. 856), which Bleek regards as “ particularly clear” (To 3° 
éudvowpevov [Gen. ii. 7] dijXov as aifépiov jv Tvedpa Kab e& 
5 te aiGepiov mvevpatos Kpeittov, ate THs paKaplas Kat 
Tpicpakaplas pvocws atavyacua), there is found no ground 
of deciding either for or against this acceptation of the word. 
The other two passages of Philo, however, which are cited by 
Bleek, tell less in favour of it than against it. For in the 
former of these dmavyacua is explained by é€xparyetov 
[impression] and aréomacpa [shred] as synonyms, in the 
latter by wiunua [copy]. (De Opific. Mundi, p. 33 D, in 
Mangey, I. p. 35: was dvOpwros Kata pev THY Sivdvovay 
dkelotat Oclw Oyo, Tis paxaplas Picews expuayetov 7) a7o- 
oTacpa 7) aTavyacwa yeyoves, Kata O€ THY TOD TwLaATOS 
KatacKkeuny amavte TO Koopo. — De plantat. Noé, p. 221 C, 
Mang. I. p. 837: To 8€ dylacpa oiov dylov aravyacua, 
pina apxeTorou' émel Ta aicOnce Kaa Kai voce: Kaha 
eixoves.) Finally, there are found also, Wisd. vii. 26, as 
kindred expressions, besides dratyacya, the words écom7pov 
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and eixeov. (Aravyacpa yap écte pwros aidiov Kal EcoTTpov 
aknNldwtov Ths ToD Ocod évepyelas Kal etkav Tis ayaOoTnTOS 
avtov.) The decision is afforded by the form of the word 
itself Inasmuch as not amavyacuos, but amavyacua is 
written, an active notion, such as would be required by Bleek’s 

acceptation, cannot be expressed by it, but only a passive one. 
Not the ray itself, but the result thereof must be intended. 
For as amjynwa denotes that which is produced by the 

avnyetv, the resonance or echo, and dmockiacya that which 

is produced by the avockiaferv, the shadow cast by an object, 
so does amavyacua denote that which is produced by the 
atavyatew. "“Atravyacuwa is therefore to be rendered by 
reflected radiance, and a threefold idea is contained in the 
word—(1) the notion of independent existence, (2) the notion 

of descent or derivation, (3) the notion of resemblance. — tis 

d0&ns| of His (the divine) glory or majesty. For the following 
avtod belongs equally to ths d0&ns as to Ths Uroctdcews. — 
Kal yapaKTnp Tis vroctdcews avtod| and as impress of His 
essential being, so that the essential being of the Father is 
printed forth in the Son, the Son is the perfect image and 
counterpart of the Father. Comp. Philo, de plantat. Noé, 
p. 217 A (ed. Mangey, I. p. 332), where the rational soul 
() NoytKy wruy7y) is called a coin which stands the test, odcvw- 
Oeica kat tuTMOcica oppayid.s Oeod, As 0 YapaKkTHp EoTLV 
aiduos Novos. In the N.T. the word yapaxrtyp is found 
only in this place. To interpret drdctaces, however, in the 
sense of mpdcwrrov, or “ Person” (Thomas Aquinas, Cajetan, 
Calvin [in the exposition], Beza, Piscator, Cornelius a Lapide, 

Gerhard, Dorscheus, Calov, Sebastian Schmidt, Bellarmin, 

Braun, Brochmann, Wolf, Suicer), is permitted only by later 
usage, not by that of the apostolic age. For the rest, that 

which is affirmed by the characteristic dratvyacpa tis S0€ns 
Kab XapaxT)p THs UToatacews avTov, the Apostle Paul ex- 
presses, Col. i. 15, by ee@v tod Oe0d tod dopdrov, and, Phil. 
il 6 (comp. 2 Cor. iv. 4), by &» popdy Oeod irapyov. — 
fépov Te Ta TavTa TH pyyate THS Suvdwews avdTod] and as 
He who upholds the whole creation by the word of His power. 

Comp. Col. i. 17: xab ta wavta év ait cvvéctnxev; Philo, 
de Cherub. p. 114 (ed. Mang. I. p. 145): 0 wndadvodyos Kat 



80 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS. 

KuBepvijtys TOD TavTOS Aoyos Geios. — Ta TavTa is not to be 
limited, with the Socinians, to the kingdom of grace, but is 
identical with wdavtwy; and Tovs ai@vas, ver. 2, thus denotes 
the complex of all created things. On épecy in the signifi- 
cation: to uphold anything, so that its continued existence is 
assured, comp. Plutarch, Lucull.6: pépew tHv 7okw; Valerius 
Maximus, xi. 8. 5: Humeris gestare salutem patriae ; Cicero, 
pro Flacco, c. 38: Quam (rempublicam) vos universam in hoc 
judicio vestris humeris, vestris Inquam humeris, judices sus- 
tinetis ; Seneca, Zp. 31: Deus ille maximus potentissimusque 
ipse vehit omnia; Herm. Past. ii. 9.14: Nomen Fili Dei 
magnum et immensum est et totus ab eo sustentatur orbis. — 
TO phate Ths Suvduews avtod] more emphatic than if To 
pnuate avTod 7 SuvaT@ were written, to which Wolf, Kuinoel, 

Stengel, Tholuck, Bloomfield would, without reason, make the 

words equivalent. Oecumenius: pama é eitre dexvds TavTa 
evKOAwWS avTov aye Kal dépev. Theophylact: tnAcKovTov 

OyKoV THS KTicews Tov UTéppeyayv ws OVdEVY avTOS OvaBacTater 
Kal Noy Love TavTa Svvamév@. — Not the gospel, however, is 
meant by phua THs Suvduews; but as by the word of Omni- 

potence the world was created (comp. xi. 3), so is it also by 
the word of Omnipotence upheld or preserved. — avtod] goes 
back to os, thus to the Son, not to God (Grotius, Peirce, 

Reiche, Paulus). — ca@apicpov Tdv auapTiav Troinoapevos| 
after He had accomplished a cleansing from the sins. Progress 
of the discourse to the dignity of the Son as the eternal Logos 
incarnate, or the Redeemer in His historic appearing on earth. 

The nearer defining of the sense conveyed by the declaration : 
Kabapicpov TOV dpapTlOv Tomadpevos,—with regard to the 
grammatical expression of which LXX. of Job vii. 21, 2 Pet. 
i. 9, may be compared,—was naturally presented to the readers. 
As the object on which the xa@apicuos was wrought was 
understood as something self-evident, the world of mankind, 
which until then was under the defiling stain of sins, without 
possessing the power for its own deliverance; as the means, 
however, by which the xa@apucpos was accomplished, the 
atoning death of Christ. [Owen compares the lustrations, Le. 
purifications by sacrifice, and cites Lucian’s piAbopev pev avtov 
Tov Kpnuvod Ka0apicpov ToD otpatod écdmevov, “ We shall 
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cast him down headlong for an expiation of the army.”] To 
conceive of the dwaptias themselves as a direct object to 
xabapicpov, to which Bleek and Winer, Gramm. 5th ed. p. 214 
(differently, 6th ed. p. 168, 7th ed. p. 176), were inclined, and 
in favour of which Delitzsch and Alford (comp. also Hofmann 

ad loc.) pronounce themselves with decision—in such wise 
that these are thought of as the disease of the human race, 
which is healed or put away by Christ,—is not at all warranted 
by the isolated and less accurate form of expression: éxa@a- 
pic@n avtod 7 dempa, Matt. viii. 3. Nor is it requisite to 
supply azo before tay apaptioy, and assume a pregnancy of 
expression, since xa@apos and its derived words are not only 
connected by azro, but likewise, with equal propriety, by the 
bare genitive. See Kiihner, II. p. 163. — éxad@icey év defsa 
THS peyarwovyyns ev wnrois] sat down at the right hand of 
the Majesty on high. Culminating point of the description. 
Characteristic of the dignity of the Son after the completed 
work of redemption, in the period of His return to the Father, 
which followed the period of His self-abasement. The sitting 
at the right hand of God is a well-known figure, derived from 
Ps. ex. 1, in order to designate supreme honour and dominion 
over the world (Rom. vii. 34, al.). — €v wWnrois] Comp. Ps. 
xcili. 4, exiii. 5 ; tantamount to é€v Tots ovpavois, Heb. vii. 1 ; 

or €v Tots érrovpaviots, Eph. i. 20; or év tiiorous, Luke ii. 14, 

xix. 38, al. The addition belongs not to peyadwovvns (Beza, 

Bohme, Bleek, Ebrard, Alford),—since otherwise the article 

would be repeated,—but to ékaficev. The plural év tbWndols 
is explained from the supposition of several heavens, in the 
highest of which the throne of the Divine Majesty was placed. 

Ver. 4. The author has first, vv. 1-3, instituted a parallel 
between the mediators of the Old Testament revelations in 
general or in pleno, and the Mediator of the Christian revela- 
tion. But among the revelations of God under the Old 
Covenant, none attained in point of glory to the Mosaic; 
inasmuch as this was given not only through the medium of 
a man enlightened by the Spirit of God,—i.e. by one of the 
mpopytat, mentioned ver. 1,—but, according to the universal 
Jewish belief (vid. ad ii. 2), was given by the instrumentality 
not only of Moses, but also of angels. As, therefore, the author 

Meryer,—HEs. F 
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has maintained the superiority of Christ, as the Son of God, 
over the mpogHrau, so is he now naturally further led to 
show the superiority of Christ over the angels also. This is 

done in the declaration, ver. 4, which in a grammatical sense 

is closely connected with that which precedes, and serves for 
the completing of the description of Christ’s characteristic 
qualifications ; at the same time, however, logically regarded, 
affords the theme for the following disquisition, which 
constitutes the first section of the epistle (i. 5-11. 18).— 
The supposition of Tholuck, that the addition of ver. 4 “has 
an independent object,” z.e. is occasioned by polemic reference 
to the opinion spread abroad among the Jews, in addition to 
other conceptions with regard to the person of the Messiah, 
that He was an intermediate spirit or angel,’ is entirely 
erroneous. It finds no countenance whatever in the reasoning 
of the author, and is opposed to the whole scope of the epistle, 
that of showing in detail the inferiority of the Old Covenant 

as compared with the New, and of influencing in a cor- 
responding manner the conduct of the readers. — The 
oratorical formula of comparison: TocovtTw .. . 6a@, which 
recurs vil. 20-22, viii. 6, x. 25, is found likewise with Philo, 

but never with Paul. — xpe/trwv] better, or more excellent, 
namely, in power, dignity, and exaltedness ; comp. vii. 19, 22, 

viii. 6, ix. 23, x. 34, xi. 16, 35, 40, xii, 24, — yevopevos| 
marks the having begun to be in time, whereas wp, ver. 3, 
expressed the timeless eternal existence. Kpeittwy trav 
ayyévov did Christ become just at that time when, having 
accomplished the work of redemption, He sat down at the 
right hand of the Majesty on high. The yevduevos thus 
closely attaches itself to the éxd@icev, ver: 3, and is more 
fully explained by the fact that Christ, by virtue of His 
incarnation, and so long as He dwelt on earth, was made 

lower than the angels; comp. i. 7, 9.— The comparative 
Stahopwtepov, found in the N. T. only here and viii. 6, 

1 That the defective view with regard to Christ, which saw in Him only an 
angel, must have called for rectification, has likewise been thought probable by 
Schneckenburger, who sought further to confirm this probability, Comp. the 
‘*Observations on the Epistle to the Hebrews,” contributed by Riehm from 
Schneckenburger’s remains, in the Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1861, H. 3, p. 544 ff 
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serves, since even the positive dsapopoy would have sutticed 
for the indication of the superiority, for the more emphatic 
accentuating of the signification of the word. The opinion of 
Hofmann, that the comparative is chosen because the name 
ayyerxos is in itself an dvopa Suddopov, when the author 
contrasts the spirits of God with men living in the flesh, is 
quite remote from the idea of the passage. — apa] after a 

comparative is very common in our epistle; cf. ui. 3, ix. 238, 
xi. 4, xii, 24. Comp. also. Luke iii. 13; 3 Esdr. iv. 30; 

Thucyd. i. 23: #Adov te éxrehpers, al muKvOTEepat Tapa Ta 
éx Too mply ypovov puvnpovevdueva EvvéBnoav; Herod. 
vii. 103; Winer, Gramm, 7 Aufl. p. 225. With Paul it 

never occurs. Similar is iwép with the accusative, Heb. 
iv. 12; Luke xvi. 8.— dvoua] must not, with Beza, Calov, 
Wittich, Storr, Valckenaer, Zachariae, Heinrichs, be altered 

into the notion of “dignity.” For this évowa never signifies 
in itself, and its substitution would in our passage, in relation 

to xpeitrwv yevouevos, bring about only a tautology. The 
name of pre-eminence above the angels, which Christ has 
obtained as an inheritance, is the name vids, Son of God,-— 

comp. ver. 5 and ver. 1,—while the angels by their name are 
characterized only as messengers and servants of God. 
Contrary to the context, Delitzsch says: the name vtos 
suffices not to express the thought in connection with dvoya. 
The supra-angelic name, to which the author refers, lies 
beyond the notionally separating and sundering language of 
men. It is the heavenly total-name of the Exalted One, His 
vaben DY, nomen explicitum, which in this world has entered 
into no human heart, and can be uttered by no human 
tongue, the dvoya 0 ovdels oidev et put) avTos, Rev. xix. 12. 
The following words of Scripture are, he supposes, only 
upward pointing signs, which call forth in us some foreboding 
as to how glorious He is. But this is opposed to the connec- 
tion. For even though it be true, as advanced by Delitzsch 
in support of his view, that in the following O. T. passages 

there occur also, in addition to vids, the wider appellations 
Geos and xvpios; yet, on the other hand, not merely év vid, 
ver. 1, as likewise ver. 5 with its proof-giving yap, but also 
the antithesis pos pév tods ayyéXous and pos d€ Tov vior, 
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vv. 7, 8, shows that vios is the main conception, to which the 
words of address: 6 @Oeds and xvpue, vy. 8, 10, stand in the 

relation of subordination, inasmuch as they are already 
contained in this very idea of Son.— The perfect cexr7- 
povipnxev, however, not the aorist éxAnpovouncer, is 
employed by the author; because Christ did not first obtain 
this name at the time of the caOifeav év deft ths peyan., 
ver. 3, but had already as pre-existing Logos obtained it as 
an abiding portion and possession. We have not, in connec- 
tion with xexAnpovounxev, to think “quite in general of the 
O. T. time, in which the future Messiah received in the Word 

of God the name of Son,” as is asserted by Riehm (Lehrbeqr. 
des Hebrierbr. p. 274), whose statement is endorsed by 
E. Woerer.’ For this view is contradicted by the &’ od xai 
esroincev Tovs aiavas, ver. 2, in its relation to év vid, ver. 1, 
according to which Christ already existed as the Son before 
all time. The declarations of ver. 5, which Riehm has urged 
in favour of the construction put by him on our passage, have 
only the object of affording vouchers for a condition of things 
already existing. — The difficulty raised, for the rest, that the 
name of Son is here insisted on as a distinguishing charac- 
teristic of Christ, while, nevertheless, in single passages of the 
©.-T. Gobi. 6,41 1, «xxvii. 75 Gen: wi 2,4 ges. sacle 
Ixxxix. 7; Dan. iii. 25), angels too are called sons of God, 
is already disposed of by the reflection that this is not the 
characteristic name for the angels as such. There is no need, 
therefore, of the justification of the author made by Bleek, 

that this writer, since he was not at home in the Hebrew 

text of the O. T., but only in the Alexandrine version thereof, 
which latter freely renders the majority of those passages by 
dyyedou Tov Oeov, may easily have overlooked, or perhaps 
have otherwise interpreted, those passages in which the literal 
translation is found in the LXX. (Ps. xxix. 1, lxxxix. 7 [Gen. 
vi, 2, 4 ?]). 

Vv. 5-14 follow the scriptural proof for ver. 4, and that 
in such form that in the first place, ver. 5, the Svapopwtepov 
Tap avtovs KexAnpovounkey dvoya is confirmed, and then, 

vy. 6-14, the cpeltTwy yevopuevos TAY ayyédov. 
1 Der Brief St. Pauli an die Hebrier, Ludwigsb. 1876. 
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Ver. 5. Tint yap cimév mote TOV ayyédkov] For to which of 
the angels has He ever said, 2.c. to none of the angels has He 
ever said.— The position of the words serves to put a strong 
accentuation at the same time upon tiv and upon tap 
ayyérov.— The subject in elev is o Oeds, as is evident 
alike from the passage itself which is cited, and from our 
context ; inasmuch as both in that which precedes (vv. 1—4) 
0 Oecs was expressly mentioned as the subject of the main 
proposition, and in that which follows (ver. 6) the subject of 

eloayayn Tov TpwToToKoy can only be God. — woré] is particle 
of time, at any time, unquam. Wrongly taken by Ch. F. 
Schmid, Kuinoel, and others as a mere strengthening particle, 
in the sense of the German doch or the Latin tandem. For 
then vroré must have been placed immediately after rie. — 
The citation vios...oe is from Ps. ii. 7, in verbal accordance 

with the LXX. In its historic sense the psalm relates to an 

Israelite king (probably Solomon), who, just now solemnly 
anointed in Zion as theocratic king, in the lofty feeling of his 
unity with Jehovah, warns the subjugated nations, who are 
meditating revolt and defection, of the fruitlessness of their 
undertaking. The author, however, sees Christ in the person 

addressed, even as a referring of this psalm to the Messiah 
was quite usual among the Jews of that period, and in the 
N. T. the Messianic interpretation thereof is further met with, 
besides ver. 5, in Acts xii. 33.— vids pov] my Son, we. in 

the sense of the psalm, the king of my theocracy, my 
representative, the object of my fatherly love and protection 
The author, on the other hand, takes véos in the sense 

unfolded, vv. 2, 5. —éyo onpepov yeyévynea oe] I have this 
day begotten thee, i.e. in the historic sense of the original: 
I have, by the anointing accomplished this day, installed 
thee as the theocratic prince. In the sense of the author, 
yeyévvn«a denotes the fact of having become the Son. The 
question is now, how he conceived of the onpepov. It is 
referred either to the moment in which Christ was manifested 
to be the Son of God, zc. to the moment of the Resurrection 

or the Ascension (Hilary, in Psalmum ; Ambrose, de Sacram. 

3. 1; Calvin, Cameron, Grotius, Schlichting, Limborch, Jac. 

Cappellus, Owen, Calmet, Peirce, Storr, Bloomfield, Bisping, 



86 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS, 

Maier; comp. Delitzsch, who would have the words interpreted 
of “the entrance of the Son into the kingly life of supra- 
terrestrial glory in God, of which the resurrection is the 
initial point”), or to the moment of the Incarnation (Chry- 
sostom, Theodoret, Eusebius, 7x Psalmum, alii; Piscator, 

Bohme, Kuinoel, Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 123 f. of the 2d 
ed.; Woerner), or, finally, to the period before the creation of the 
world, thus to eternity (Origen in Joh., t. 1. c. 32; Athanasius, 

de decret. Nicen. Synod. § 13; Basil, contra Hunom. 2. 24; 

Augustine, in Psalmum [Arnobius of Gaul, in Psalmuin]; 

Primasius, Theophylact, Thomas Aquinas, Cornelius a Lapide, 

Estius, Calov, Wittich, Braun, Carpzov, Bleek [but with 

wavering; more decidedly in the lectures edited by Wind- 
rath*], Stein, Alford, Kurtz, and the majority). That the 
author, as Bleek I., de Wette, and Riehm (Lehrbegr. des 
Hebréerbr. p. 287 f£.) deem possible, attached no definite 
notion to the onjpepoy, as being without significance for his 
demonstration, is an unexegetical supposition. Exclusively 
correct, because alone in harmony with the context, is the 

referring of the orpepov to eternity; since, according to ver. 2, 
God created the world by Christ as the Son, thus Christ must 
already have existed as Son before the foundation of the world. 
With Philo, too, occurs the same interpretation of o7pepor, as 
signifying eternity. Comp. De Profugis, p. 458 E (with 
Mangey, I. p. 554): onpepov & éotly 6 amépatos Kal adve€i- 
THTOS alwv’ pnvav yap Kal éyavT@y Kal cuvdAws yYpoVwY 
meplodot Soypata avOpeTav cicly apiOmov éxTETLLNKOTOD, 
To & ayevdes cvopa aidvos 1 onpepov.— Kai Twarw] and 
further, serves, as frequently (eg. li. 18, x. 50; Rom. xv. 
11, 12; 1 Cor. iii, 20; Philo, ed. Mangey, I. p. 88, 490, ad.), 

for the introduction of a new passage of Scripture. The xal 
TaAw k.T.r. 1s not, however, to be taken as an assertory 

declaration, so that merely eézev would have to be supplied 
(in accordance with which Lachmann punctuates); but the 
question is continued in such wise that the proposition is to 
be completed by kal (rivi eimév mote TdV ayyéhwv) Tadw. 
— This second citation is derived from 2 Sam. vil. 14, in 

verbal accordance with the LXX. Comp. also 1 Chron. xvii. 

2 Der Hebriierbr., erklairt von Dr. Fr. Bleek, Elberf. 1868. 
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(xviii.) 13. .ad7T@ and adros refer in the historic sense to 
Solomon. To David, who designs building a temple to 
Jehovah, the divine direction comes by Nathan to desist from 

his purpose. Not David, but his seed, who shall ascend the 

throne after him, is to build a temple to Jehovah; to him 

will Jehovah for ever establish the throne of his kingdom; to 
him will Jehovah be a father, and he shall be to Him a son, 

and, if he transgress, Jehovah will chasten him with the rod 
of men and with the stripes of the children of men. Even 
this latter addition (which, for the rest, is not found in the 

parallel passage, 1 Chron. xvii. (xvili.) 13) makes it 
impossible to refer the words to the Messiah, as, moreover, 

the reference to Solomon is rendered certain even from the 
O. T. itself by the following passages: 1 Kings v. 19 (5), 
Mitel ties 2) Chron. vi. 9, LO. as, also, 1. (Chrom, scx. 
(xxiii.) 9 ff., xxviii. (xxix.) 2 ff_—efvac eis] Formed after 
the Hebrew ° mt, Comp. vil. 10, al. 

Ver. 6. “Otay, with the conjunctive aorist, takes the place 

of the Latin futwrwm exactum. See Winer, Gramm, 7 Aufl. 
p. 289. “Orav eicaydyn cannot consequently mean, as was 
still assumed by Bleek I, and recently by Reuss:' “ when He 
brings in,” but only: “when He shall have brought in.” To 
take maXev, however, with the Peshito, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, 

Jac. Cappellus, Schlichting, Grotius, Limborch, Hammond, | 

Bengel, Wolf, Carpzov, Cramer, Valckenaer, Schulz, Kuinoel, 

Bleek, Stengel, Ebrard, Bloomfield, Reuss, ali; as ver. 5, we. 

merely as the formula for linking on a new citation, is for- | 
bidden by the position of the words. It must then have been 
written: 7aduy Oé, drav cicayayn... déyet. The possibility 
of an inversion of the wadw is defended, it is true, by Bleek, 
after the precedent of Carpzov, on the authority of two pas- 
sages in Philo (Legg. Allegor. iil. p. 66; ed. Mangey, p. 93). 
But neither of these presents a case analogous to the one 
before us, nor does an inversion of the wraduv at all take place 
in them. For in both radu has the signification in turn, or 
on the other hand, masmuch as in the former two classes of 

1 Comp. Reuss, L’épitre aux Heébreux. Essai d’une traduction accompagnée 
@un commentaire (Nouvelle Revue de Théologie, vol. v. 4e, 5e, et 6e livraison, 

Strasb. et Paris 1860, p. 199). 
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persons (0 6é€ vody tov idvov amoXeirav and o S&é madw 
amobipackey Geov), in the latter two classes of dofar or 
opinions (7 pév tov éml pépous, Tov yevyntov Kal Ovyrov 
atodTovoa and 7 S€ madwv Oeov azrodoxipafouca), are com- 

pared together by way of contrast, in such wise that in both 
maw only serves for bringing the 6é into stronger relief, and 
in both has occupied its legitimate place. By virtue of its 
position, 7aXcv, in our passage, can be construed only with 
etaoayayn, in such wise that a bringing again of the First-born 
into the world, which is an event still belonging to the future, 
is spoken of. In the former member of ver. 6 the reference 

can accordingly be neither to the time of the Incarnation of 
the Son (Chrysostom, Primasius, Calvin, Owen, Calov, Bengel, 
Storr, Kuinoel [Stuart: or beginning of His ministry], Bleek II. 
alii); nor to the time of the Resurrection and Exaltation to 
heaven (Schlichting, Grotius, Hammond, Wittich, Braun, 

Wetstein, Rambach, Peirce, Whitby, and others); nor, as 

Bleek I. supposed, to a moment yet preceding the Incarnation 
of Christ, in which the Father had, by a solemn act as it were, 

conducted forth and presented the Son to the beings created 
by Him, as the First-born, as their Creator and Ruler, who 

was to uphold and guide all things,"—which in any case 
would be an entirely singular thought in the N. T.—but 
simply and alone to the coming again of Christ to judgment, 

and the accomplishment of the Messianic kingdom. So, 
rightly, Gregory Nyssen, contra Hunom. Orat. ii. p. 541; 

Cornelius a Lapide, Cameron [Mede: for the inauguration of 
His millennial kingdom], Gerhard, Calmet, Camerarius, Estius, 

Gomar, Bohme, de Wette, Tholuck, Bisping, Hofmann 

(Schriftbew. I. p. 172, 2d ed.), Delitzsch, Riehm (Lehrbegr. des 
Hebréerbr. p. 306, 617), Alford, Conybeare, Maier, Moll, 
Kurtz, Ewald, M‘Caul, Woerner. The objection brought by 

Bleek and Ebrard against this interpretation of the former 
member, required as it is by the exigencies of the grammar, 

1In like manner Reuss, Uc. p. 201: ‘‘Il est plus naturel de songer au 
moment, ou le monde nouvellement créé était sommé de reconnaitre le Fils 

comme créateur. A ce moment, les anges seuls étaient les étres formant pour 
ainsi dire ’Eglise du Verbe (comme xii. 22), et qui pouvaient recevoir l’ordre de 

Dieu d’adorer le Fils.” 
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viz. that the discourse could not turn on the bringing again of 
the First-born into the world, unless an earlier bringing in of 
the same into the world, or at least a former being of the Son 
év Th oixovpevn had been explicitly spoken of, is invalidated 
by vv. 1, 5, where certainly the discourse was already of the 
historic appearing of the Son on earth, and thus of a first 
bringing in of the same into the world. The additional 
objection of Bleek, however, that the author would hardly 
have limited the scope of a divine summons to the angels to 
do homage to the First-born to a time even in his day future, 
is set aside by the consideration that, according to il. 9, Christ 
was during His earthly life humbled to a condition beneath 
the angels, and only the Parousia itself is the epoch at which 
His majesty will be unfolded in full glory. — tov rpwrotoxov] 
in the N. T. only here without more precisely defining addi- 
tion; comp. however, Ps. Ixxxix. 28 (27). That the expres- 
sion must not be regarded as equivalent to povoyeris, as is 
done by Primasius, Oecumenius (1d 6€ mpwtoToKov ovK émt 
Sevtépov réyer GAN Eri Evos Kal povou Tod yevvnOévTos ex TOD 
matpos), Clarius, and even now by Stengel, is self-evident. 

But neither is it identical with the mpwrtotoxos maons 
«ticews, Col. i. 15, in such wise that the temporal priority 
of Christ, as the eternal Logos, over all creatures, and 

the notion of His precedence over all creatures, necessarily 
resulting therefrom, should be contained in the word (Bleek, 
Grimm in the Theol. Literaturbl. to the Darmstadt A. K.-Z., 

No. 29, p. 662; Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. p. 292 f.; 
Kurtz, Ewald, and others). For this interpretation is excluded 

by the absoluteness of the expression in our passage. Rather 
is Christ called the First-born with respect to Christians, who 
are His brethren (ii. 11 f.), and therefore likewise viod of God 
Gi. 10). Comp. also Rom. viii. 29.— As, for the rest, the 
author of the Epistle to the Hebrews terms Christ the First- 
born Son of God ; so does Philo also term the Logos the First- 
born Son. Comp. de Agricultura, p. 195 B (ed. Mangey, I. 
p. 308): Tov dp@ov avtod Noyov, tpwToyovoy viov. De Confus. 
Ling. p. 329 (ed. Mang. I. p. 415): todrov pev yap mpec- 
Bitatov viov 6 Tov dyTwy avéTeiie TaTip, ov étépwlt 
TpwToyovey wvouacev, al, —1) oikovpéevn] the world, not in the 
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widest sense (equivalent to of at@ves, Bleek; or to 7) ofkovpévy 
7 péXXovca, Bohme) ; but, since the former member has refer- 

ence to the Parousia, the habitable carth.— Neyer] sc. 0 Oeds, 
not 7 ypady (Grotius, Clericus, Bohme, and others), The 

present is chosen, because the utterance of God, which shall 

infallibly be made in the future, stands already noted down in 
the Scripture. — The citation is not derived from Ps. xevii. 7, 
but from Deut. xxxu. 43. For, in the former passage, the 
LXX. have a reading divergent from that of our text, in the 
words: Kal mpoc 7 ITO TA [ | LYE TOU : TPOTKUINTATE AUT® TavTes [ol] ayyehor avTod, 

whereas in the Codex Vaticanus. of Deut. xxxil. 43, the words 
occur as in our text; while the «aé, taken up by the author 
into his citation, manifestly points—seeing that it is without 
any importance for his reasoning—to the verbatim reproduc- 
tion of an O. T. utterance. Now, it is true our author follows 

in other cases a form of the Sept. text which bears affinity 
less to that contained in the Codex Vaticanus than to that in 
the Codex Alexandrinus, and the latter displays the variation 
from the Cod. Vat. Deut. xxxii. 43, in so far as viol Qeod is 
found therein in place of dyyedoe Ocod. But the Song of 
Moses, of which Deut. xxxii. 43 forms the conclusion, 1s com- 

municated anew, in many MSS. of the LXX., and so also in the 

Codex Alexandrinus, in a second recension, having its place 
after the Psalms; and in this second recension the Codex 

Alexandrinus, too, reads @yyeror Oeod, only the article oi has 
been interpolated between wavtes and dyyedos. It is probable, 
therefore, that the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews did 

not take the citation direct from Deut. xxx. 43, but medi- 

ately, ze. from that second recension of the hymn. — It 
remains to be said that the words of the citation are wanting 
in the Hebrew; they are found only in the LXX. — zpoo- 
xuvety| with the dative only in the case of later classic 
authors, whereas the earlier combine the accusative with 

this verb. Comp. Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 463; Bernhardy, 
Syntax, p. 118, 266. The N. T. has both constructions, 
as besides them the Hebraizing turns mpockuveiy évwrcor, 
or €umpoobév twos, or TOY Tod@Y Tos. See the Lexicons. 
—av7@] That this pronoun of the third person was to 
be referred to the Messiah naturally suggested itself, inas- 
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much as Jehovah is the subject speaking immediately before 
in the Song. 

Vv. 7-12. Contrastful comparison of a declaration of 
Scripture characterizing the angels, and two declarations 
characterizing the Son. 

Ver. 7. IIpos] with regard to, as Luke xx. 19; Acts xii. 21; 
Rom. x. 21, and frequently. Comp. Matthiae, p. 1181; 
Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 378.—pév] corresponds to the 
dé of ver. 8, thus places ver. 7 in express opposition to ver. 8. 

— déyer] namely, God, in the Scripture. — The citation is from 

Ps. civ. 4, according to the LXX. (Cod. Alex., whereas Cod. 

Vatican. has wip pdéyov instead of +upos PrAdya). The psalm 
praises Jehovah as the Creator and Sustainer of all nature. 
In the Hebrew the words cited read: "Mw Ninn POND ney 
nnd ws, and, having respect to their connection with what 

precedes and that which follows, no doubt can obtain on the 
point that they are to be rendered,—what is objected thereto 
by Hofmann (Schriftbew. I. p. 325 f, 2 Aufl.), Delitzsch, and 
Alford is untenable——‘“ God makes winds His messengers, and 
flames of fire (lightnings) His servants,’ in such wise that the 
thought is expressed: as the whole of nature, so are also 
winds and lightnings servants of God the Lord.’ Otherwise 
have the LXX. apprehended the sense of the words, as is 
shown by the addition of the article before ayyéXous and 

NecToupyovs, and they are followed by our author. [So the 
Targum also.] They have taken tovs dyyédous avTod and 
Tovs AeLTOUpyovs avTod as the objects, tvevuwata and mupos 
rorya, on the other hand, as the predicates to mov, thus 

have found the meaning of the words: “He makes His angels 
» winds, and His servants a flame of fire.’ If we now observe 

the scope of the thought of those declarations of Scripture con- 
cerning the Son which follow, vv. 8-12, placed as they are 
in antithetical relation to the one before us, it is evident that 

the author must have discovered the inferiority of the angels 
compared with the Son, as attested in Scripture, in a twofold 
respect—(1) that the angels are servants, whereas the Son 
is ruler; (2) that the angels are mutable and perishable, 

1Comp., as to the thought, Xenophon, Memorabilia, iv. 3. 14, where quite 
similarly lightning and winds (xepauvs and &vswo) are called vrnptra: ray bea. 
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whereas the Son abides the same for ever. — The conception 
of such a subjection on the part of the angels, that they must 
submit even to be changed into elements, is, moreover, not 

uncommon among the Rabbins. Comp. eg. Shemoth rabba, 
sec. 25, fol. 123. 3: “aliquando ipsos (angelos) facit ventos, 
q. d. qui facis angelos tuos ventos, aliquando ignem, q. d. 
ministros tuos flammam ignis.” Jalkut Simeoni, part II. 
fol. 11. 3: “Angelus dixit ad Manoah: nescio ad cujus 
imaginem ego factus sim; nam Deus singulis horis nos 
immutat ; cur ergo nomen meum interrogas? Nonnunquam 
facit nosi ignem, alias ventum, interdum viros, alias denique 
angelos.” See in general, Schottgen and Wetstein ad loc. 
—avevpata] not: spirits (Luther, Erasmus, Paraphrase ; 
Clarius, Piscator, Owen, Seb. Schmidt, Brochmann, Bengel, 

Bohme), but: winds. — Aevtoupyovs] only another name for 

ayyenous. 
Vv. 8, 9 derived from Ps. xlv. 7, 8 (6, 7). The psalm is 

an epithalamium, a wedding-song. But even by Rabbins like 
Aben Esra, Kimchi, and others, it is Messianically interpreted. 

— Ver. 8. The nominative 6 @eds is taken by our author in 
the sense of the vocative (comp. eg. Col. ui. 18 ff.; Luke 

vill. 54; Winer, Gramm.,7 Autl. p.172 ; Kiihner, II. p. 155), 
thus as an apostrophe to the Messiah. In the Hebrew 

words: 7} peiy DN JND3, DdS is not vocative, but to be 
translated either after the analogy of Lev. xxvi. 42 (Man 
aipyy snyansy, I will remember my Jacob’s-covenant, «ae. the 

covenant made by me with Jacob), with Bleek, de Wette, and 

Kurtz: “thy throne of God,” ae. “thy divine throne;” or, with 

Ewald (ad loc. and Gramm. § 547): “thy throne is (throne) 
of God or divine.” The Greek o @eos, too, it has been 

thought by Grimm (Theol. Literaturbl. to the Darmstadt 
Allg. Kirch.-Zeit. 1857, No. 29, p. 662) and Ewald (das 
Sendschr. an d. Hebr. p. 55), ought not to be explained in the 

1 Against the peculiar opinion of Hofmann (Schriftbew. I. p. 168 f., 2 Aufl.), 
that, vv. 8, 9, it is not Christ who is addressed ; that, on the contrary, the 

author of the epistle leaves it to the reader ‘‘to take the words: 4 épaves cov o 
4:s, as an address to Jehovah, or with a right understanding of the connection 

pbs NDS as an address to the king, the anointed of Jehovah,” see Riehm, 

Lehrbegr. des Hebriierbr. p. 286, Remark. 
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sense of a vocative. According to Grimm, the words are to 
be taken in the acceptation : “Thy throne, 7c. the foundation 

of Thy throne, is God;” according to Ewald, they say that 
“the throne of the Messiah for everlasting ages is God Him- 
self, so that where He reigns, there God Himself is virtually 

ever present.” But the argument urged by Grimm in favour 
of this construction—that, simce Philo, as frequently also the 
Christian Alexandrians, makes a sharp distinction between o 
Geos (with the article) as a designation of God, and Oeds 
(without an article) as designation of the Logos, it is hardly to 
be regarded as probable that a man of Alexandrian culture, 
like our author, would have called Christ as to His divine 

nature o Geds—would have had weight only if that designa- 
tion, in place of being met with in a citation, had occurred in 
our author’s own discourse. — els Tov ai@va Tov aldvos] se. 
éotiv. So LXX., Cod. Alex.; Cod. Vatican.: eis aiava 

ai@vos. The same (merely Hellenistic) formula, strengthening 
the simple els tov aid@va (v. 6, and often), also Tob. vi. 18 ; 
Ps. Ixxxiii. 18, a/. In independent discourse the author uses 
in place thereof e’s to dunvexés. Comp. vii. 3, x. 1, xii. 14. — 
paBdos evOuvtntos] a sceptre of wprightness, i.e. of righteousness. 
ev Our7s, in the N. T. only here; but comp. LXX. Ps. ix. 9, 
Ixvii. 5, xcvi. 10, xeviii. 9. Comp. also Aeschylus, Persae, 

ver. 726f. (according to the division in Hartune’s edition, 
Leipzig 1853): 

éy avop’ araaons ’Acidos wndoTpodou 

Tayelv, €xovTa OKHMTpPoV EvOvYTHpLoY. 
Ver. 9. “Hyarnoas Sexatocvvny «.7.r.] Thow lovedst 

righteousness and hatedst wrong. In the Hebrew the cor- 
responding verbs have a present signification: thou lovest 
justice and hatest wrong. Our author, however, refers the 

aorists of the LXX. to the historic life of the Son of God 
upon earth. — dia todto] therefore, ic. as a reward for the 
ayarav Siavootyny Kat puceiy avouiay. Comp. 60, Phil. 
i. 9.  Erroneously Augustine (in Ps.), Thomas Aquinas, 
Gerhard, Dorscheus, Brochmann, Schoéttgen, and others: for 

this cause, that thou mightest love righteousness, etc. — 
expicév oe, 0 Beds, 6 Beds cou Edaov K.7.d.] O God, Thy God 
hath Thee anointed with oil of gladness above Thy companions. 
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Here, too, the author takes 6 Oeds as an apostrophe,’ whereas 
in the Hebrew ors is the en logs to THE, and is taken ep 

The anointing with the oil of joy in ae enki Is a feairattie 

designation of the blessing and abundance given by God. 
Our author, however, understands it of the anointing to be 
king, as a figure of the divine glory with which the Son, 
after His life upon earth and His exaltation to heaven, has 
been crowned. Comp. also Acts iv. 27, ii. 36. The sense of 
the author is departed from when the Fathers and earlier 

expositors interpret the expression of the anointing of the 
Son with the Holy Ghost.— On the double accusative com- 
bined with éypicey (Rev. iii. 18), see Winer, Gramm., 7 Autl. 
p. 212. As an analogon, comp. also Aristophanes, Acharn. 
114: a py ce Bayo Baupa Sapdwiaxov.—IIapa rods 
uetoxous cou] refers in the original to the contemporary kings, 
the rulers of other lands. But what our author understood 
by it in the application is obscure. Kuinoel, Ebrard, 

Delitzsch, and Moll suppose the author, like the Psalmist, 
to intend the other kings; Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebriierbr. 
p. 306), all earthly and heavenly princes; Wittich, Braun, 
Cramer, the kings, high priests, and prophets of the O. T., 
inasmuch as they were anointed as types of Christ; Klee, all 
the creatures; Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Bengel, 

and Bisping, men in general; Theodoret, Calvin, Beza, 

Cameron, Piscator, Schlichting, Maier, Kurtz, the Christians 

specially [Owen hesitates between all believers and prophets 
and apostles}; Bleek, Olshausen, Alford, and Ewald finally, 

after the precedent of Peirce and others, the angels, “as beings 
which do not indeed appear as sitting at the right hand of 

God, but yet as existing In immediate proximity to the 
divine throne.” The last supposition is the most probable. 
It is true de Wette regards it as the least conceivable, because 
the author has “placed the angels in no other position than 
deeply below Christ,” and Ebrard even thinks the author 

1 On account of ver. 8 this construction is more natural than the supposition 
of Grimm, /.c. p. 602; Alford, and Ewald (to which Delitzsch also leaves the 

choice open), that we have to explain in accordance with the Hebrew: ‘‘ God, 

even Thy God.” 
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must have been “beside himself” if he had referred the 
words to the angels. But (1) it is a question throughout the 
whole section of a comparison of Christ with the angels; the 
renewed indication of this point of comparison also in ver. 9 
cannot therefore in itself be found unsuitable. (2) If shortly 
before (ver. 7) the angels are placed deeply below Christ, so 
it will be admitted their inferiority is likewise expressly 
intimated by means of apd in our passage. (3) The angels 
were, in the conception of the author, the next in rank after 

Christ ; for they are exalted above men. To whom, therefore, 
could the author more fittingly apply the designation péroyor 
than precisely to them? The objection of Delitzsch, finally, 
that after all angels are not anointed ones, would be of 
weight only if the author were obliged of necessity to think 
of the wéroyos too as anointed; he finds, on the contrary, in 

the anointing only of the Son, a fact expressed, from which 
the exaltedness of the same above His companions, 7c. of those 
who of all others stand nearest to Him in dignity, is neces- 
sarily deduced. For zrapd is used here not in the sense of 
the quantity arising from the notion of comparison, but 
denotes the part accruing to one to the exclusion of others. 

Vv. 10-12. A second citation — co-ordinate with the 
Scripture testimony adduced, vv. 8, 9 —derived from Ps. 
cil. 26-28 (25-27) according to the LXX. The psalm is a 
lamentation, belonging probably to the first century after the 
Captivity. The words of address refer in the original to God. 
The author, however, mainly indeed misled* by the xvpee in 
the LXX., which was the ordinary appellation of Christ in 

' According to Delitzsch, indeed, it would be ‘‘a poor look-out” if that were 
**true.” But when, following in Hofmann’s steps, he objects against it that 
“we may already see from viii. 8 ff., xii. 6 ff., that the author is far from every- 
where understanding Christ to be intended by the O. T. x¢pis,” these passages 
naturally prove nothing, since the usual practice is never the constant and 
invariable practice. When Delitzsch further adds: ‘‘such perversity originating 

in ignorance is not to be laid to the charge of an author who shows so deep an 
insight into the innermost core of the O. T.,” that is a prejudiced verdict, 
arising from subjectivity and dogmatic partiality, to the establishing of which 
it would have been necessary first of all to bring forward the proof that the 
author of the Epistle to the Hebrews in reality possessed an accurate knowledge 
not only of the Greek text of the LXX., but also of the original text of the 
O. T.,—a proof which even Delitzsch has not been able to afford. 
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apostolic time, takes the utterance as an address to Christ, 
the Son of God. This interpretation must the more have 
appeared to him unquestionable, inasmuch as the scope of the 
utterance fully harmonized with his own conception of the 
Son of God as the premundane Logos. Comp. vy. 2, 3. 
When, for the rest, Hofmann (Schrifibew. I. p. 169 f,, 2 Aufl.) 
supposes that the author found no address whatever to Christ 
designed in the cvpie of the psalm, but only meant to say in 
the words of Scripture what was true of Jesus according to 
his own belief and that presupposed in the readers, this is a 
freak of fancy’ without anything to justify it, and even opposed 
to the context (comp. pos 6€ Tov viov, ver. 8). For the author 
can have been concerned only about this very object of proving 
the higher attestation given to his assertion by the Scriptures. 
— Kai] not a constituent part of the citation, but a brief 

formula of connecting, when a further passage of Scripture is 
linked to that which precedes, comp. Acts i. 20.—ovd kat’ 
apxas, Kupte, THY hv eOewedtwoas] LXX. Cod. Alex.: Kat’ 
apyas ov, KUple, THY Yyhv eOepueriwoas; Cod. Vatic.: Kar’ 
apxas THY yhv ov, KUpLe, EOeueriwoas. It is probable the 
author changed the position of the words in order to make ov 
the more emphatic.— kat’ dapyas] in the beginning. With 
the LXX. elsewhere only Ps. cxix. 152, instead of the more 
usual év apyn or am’ apyijs, but frequently met with in Philo 
and the classics (see Raphel, Wetstein, and Munthe ad loc.). 
In the Hebrew stands the more general DBD, “formerly,” ox 

feorsold.. 
Ver. 11. Avdzoi/] refers back not to earth and heaven, 

ver. 10, taken together (Kuinoel, Stuart, Bloomfield, Delitzsch, 

Kurtz), but, as is evident from the following avtes, and 

in particular from édd£es, ver. 12, only to of ovpavot. — 
amovovvtTat] shall perish. Comp. Isa. xxxiv. 4, li. 6, Ixv. 17; 
2: Pet. i. 13> Rev. xx. 11, xxi. 1.— ob 6€ Orapevers|ebur 
Thow abidest for evermore (throughout all duration of time, 

dca). On account of the environment of futures, and because 

the future is used here in the Hebrew, Bleek, after the 

example of Luther, Cornelius a Lapide, Peirce, Bengel, 

Wetstein, alii, accentuates: Scapevets. So also the Vulgate 

(permanebis). Hardly in the sense of the author. For, 
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since he employed only the LXX., not the Hebrew original, 
he surely took od 6€ dia. as a parallel member to avd 6é 6 
autos eé, ver. 12, consequently also construed the former as a 
present. — @s (watiov TadawOnoovtat] will grow old like a 
garment, which, by long use is worn out and laid aside, to be 

replaced by a new and better one. Comp. Isa. 1. 9, li. 6; 
Ecclus, xiv. 17. 

Ver. 12. Kat @oel mepiBorawv édtEes adtovs Kal 
adraynoovtat] and as a cloak (something flung about one) 
wilt Thow roll them up, and they shall become changed. In 

the original: As the vesture dost Thou change them, and 
they are changed. ‘This sense of the original is rendered by 
the LXX. according to the reading of the Cod. Vat.: xat 
@oel TepiBoratoy adddEeis avTo’s Kal ddAdaYNCOVTAL; 
whereas the Cod. Alex. presents éAess; and this is also 
most probably the reading followed by the author of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews in our passage. — ov« éxdelpovow] 
will know no end. 

Ver. 13. Further citation from Ps. cx. 1, according to the 
LXX. The psalm was looked upon universally in the time 
of Christ (comp. Matt. xxii. 44 ff; Mark xii 35 ff; Luke 
xx. 41 ff), and also in later times by many Rabbins (see 
Wetstein on Matt. xxii, 44), as a prophecy relating to the 
Messiah ; inasmuch as on the ground of the superscription 
172 David himself was regarded as the author of it, and in 
connection with this view the reference to the Messiah was 
easily proved on the ground of the words at the beginning: 
“to my Lord speaketh Jehovah,” according to which David 
acknowledges, in addition to his God, also a Lord over him. 
The superscription WD, nevertheless, indicates not the writer, 
but the subject of the psalm. It is in its historic sense an 
oracle pronounced ¢o David, when the latter was preparing 
for war against his powerful foes. See Ewald on the Psalm. 
— pos tiva 6é] Sé in the third place, as often occurs after 
prepositional combinations. Comp. Klotz, ad Devar. p. 378 f.; 
Hartung, Partikellehre, I. p. 190 f.; Ellendt, Lexie. Soph. I 

p. 397; Winer, Gramm, 7 Aufl. p. 519.—The sitting at 
the right hand, figure of the highest honour and dominion, see 
on ver. 3, — UToTodvoy THY Toddv cov] the footstool of Thy 

MEyYeEr.—HEs. G 
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feet. There lies in the expression an allusion to the custom 
of the victor of placing his foot upon the neck of the 

vanquished, in token of the complete subjection of the latter ; 
comp. Josh. x. 24. vroddvov] first used in the Greek of a 
later age. Comp. Sturz, de dial. Alex. et Maced. p. 199. 

Ver. 14. Confirmation of the mpos tiva 6€ Tov ayyédov 
elpnxev Tote, Showing the inconceivableness of such a thing 
by a reference to the nature of the angels, and with this the 
termination of the present train of thought. — The emphasis 
rests upon wdvres and Nectovpyixa: are not all (alike, 
whether they belong to a lower or higher class of angels) 
ministering spirits [spirits in waiting]? mwvevparta here in a 
different sense from ver. 7. — e’s dsaxoviar] for service, sc. which 
they render to God, not to the men who shall inherit the 
ceTnpia ; otherwise, in place of dua tods wéAXovTas, the dative 
Tols wéNAOVTL KANpovopety cwTnplav (1 Cor. xvi. 15) or the 
genitive Tov weddovT@Y x.T.A. would have been placed. — The 
participle present aoc TeAXOpeva brings out the permanent, 
habitual character of the action expressed by the verb. — dua 
tovs K.T.r.| for the sake of those who shall inherit (everlasting) 
salvation (this is intended by cwtnptay, although without the 
article, see Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 114; not: deliverance 

JSrom peril, as Michaelis, Schleusner, Bohme, Kuinoel assume), 

zc. in order, by means of the offices in which they are employed 
by God, to bring it in for the same. 
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Ver. 1. Instead of the ecepta: nuds rpocéyer (K L, Theo- 
doret), Lachm. Tisch. and Alford read: zpocéyesv qucés. In 
favour of the latter decides the preponderating authority of 
ABD Es, Vule. Athan. Aug. aliz.— Ver. 4. airod] D* E*: rod 
deot. Explanatory gloss. — Ver. 6. T/ gor] Lachm. (but only 
in the ed. stereot.) Bleek, and Kurtz: rig éorsv. Only insuffi- 
ciently attested by C* Clar. Sangerm. Tol. Copt. Damascenus, 
although also A contains r/s in Ps. viii. By reason of the 
preceding sis, + might easily pass over into ris. — Ver. 7. After 
éorepavwous ad’roy there is added by Elz., with A C D* E* Mx, 

many cursives and translations, Theodoret, Sedulius: xa? zaréo- 
rhoas aurby eri ra Epya trav yerpav cov. Against B D*** 

E** K L, more than 65 min., Syr. (codices and some edd.) Slav. 
ms. Chrys. Damasc. ali. The addition already regarded as 
spurious by Mill (Prolegg. 1376, 1421). Bracketed by Lachm. 
and Bloomf. Rightly deleted by Griesb. Matthaei, Scholz, 
Bleek, de Wette, Tisch. Alford, Reiche, and others. Comple- 
mentary gloss from the LXX. Comp. the exposition of ver. 7. 
— Ver. 8. & yep 7%] So A C KL, al. Lachm. and Tisch. 
1, 7, and 8, after B D E Mx, 23: 2) +@ yép. — Ver. 9. 
Besides yépirs deo (so also in the Cod. Sinait., as well as 
ABCDEK L, al), Origen;—in Joann. i. 1, Opp. iv. 41; in 
Joann. xi. 49, Opp. iv. 393; in Joann. extr. Opp. iv. 450,— 
Theodor. Mopsuest. (in NV. 7. commentariorum quae reperire 
potuerunt, ed. Fritzsche, Turic. 1847, p. 163 f.), and Jerome, on 
Gal. 111. 10, know of a reading ywpis¢ d¢03, to which the two 
former give the preference. Theodoret ad doc. and ad Eph. i.10, 
takes notice only of the reading ywpis éeot. In like manner do, 
also, Anastas. abbas Palaestin., in the 8th century, in his work, 
Contra Judaeos (Latin ed. Canis.), in ant. lect. iii. ; Ambrose, de 
jid. ad Gratian. ii. 8. 63, 65, v. 8.106; Fulgentius, ad Zhrasi- 
mund. iii. 20; and Vigilius Thapsens. Contra Eutych. ii. 3, cite 
in accordance with the same ; it has also passed over into single 
ss. of the Peshito (sometimes in combination with the ordinary 
reading ; so also in Syr. Cod. Heidelbergens. : “ipse enim excepto 
Deo per beneficentiam suam pro quovis homine gustavit mor- 
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tem,” according to Tremellius in Tisch. edd. 7 and 8); comp. 
La Croze, Histoire du Christianisme des Indes, iii. 3. 64; Bode, 
Pseudo-crit. Millio-Bengel, t. ti. p. 339. So, too, it is found in 
Arab. Petropolitana of the 8th century (in Tisch. edd. 7 and 8): 
“quare xywpis deo, qui eum sibi fecerat templum, gustavit 
mortem istp révrwv rav dvdpizwy.” Above all, this reading was 
championed by the Nestorians (see Oecumen. and Theophyl. 
ad loc.). Among later expositors it has found defenders in 
Camerarius, P. Colomesius (Observatt. sacr. p. 603), Bengel, Ch. 
F. Schmid, Paulus, and Ebrard. But neither in our codd. nor 
in the versions (with the exceptions above named) does ywpiec 
écov find any countenance; it is met with only in the Cod. M 
(of Tisch. ; with Wetst. and Griesb.: Cod. 53) of the 9th or 10th 
century, and in the Cod. 67 of the 11th or 12th century—in the 
latter only on the margin. On internal grounds, too, it is to be 
rejected (see the exposition, and Reiche in the Commentarius 
Criticus, p. 14 ff). Probably arose from the placing of ywpis 
éeod, occasioned by 1 Cor. xv. 27, as a gloss to the words of 
ver. 8: oddty dpjney air@ avuréraxrov; and this gloss being erron- 
eously regarded by a later transcriber as a correction of yépirs 
écod, ver. 9, was taken up in place thereof into the text. — 
Ver. 14. Elz. Matthaei, Scholz: capzig xai aivaros. But 
ABCD E Ms, 37, al., many versions and Fathers, have aiwa- 
roc xa coapzos. Already approved by Bengel and Griesb. 
Rightly adopted by Lachm. Tisch. and Alford. The Recepta is 
a later transposition, since the order cap xai aiu« is elsewhere 
the more usual one.— ray airav] D* E* It. Eus. Theodoret 
(semel), Jerome: rév airév rabyudérwy. (Erroneous) explanatory 
gloss. — dic rot davérov] D* E* It.: die rot daverov dévaro. An 
addition incompatible with that which follows. Proceeded 
from an erroneous twofold writing of davérov. 

Vv. 1-4. The author, in availing himself of the communi- 
cative form of speech, deduces from the superiority of the Son 
over the angels, set forth in chap. i, as likewise from the fact 
that even the Mosaic law, given through the instrumentality 
of angels, could not be transgressed with impunity, the im- 
perative obligation for the readers to hold fast to the salvation 
revealed by Christ, securely handed down, and confirmed by 
God with miracles. Thus there already comes out here the 
paraenetic main tendency of the epistle: to animate the 
Hebrews, urgently exposed as they were to the peril of 
apostasy, to perseverance in the Christian faith, as this aim is 
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also manifested elsewhere in repeated admonitions (¢.4. iii. 
6, 14, iv. 14, vi. 11, x. 23); although the author has the 

intention of speaking further concerning the relation of Christ 
to the angels (comp. ver. 5 ff.). 

Ver. 1. Asa todto] therefore, sc. because Christ, the mediator 
of the New Covenant, is as the Son of God so highly exalted 
above the angels, the intermediate agents in the giving of the 
Old Covenant. — de2] indication of the inner necessity resulting 
of itself from the described conditions. — mepsccotépws] so 
much the more, sc. than would be the case if He who proclaimed 
the axovaGévra were one of lower rank. We have not, how- 

ever, to connect mepsccotépws with Se? (Grotius, Bengel, 
Dindorf, Bohme, Kuinoel), but with mpocéyesv as the main 

idea. — mpocéyew twi mp.] to give heed or attention to any- 
thing, sc. in order to hold fast to it. — tots axovobetow] to 
that which has been heard. The salvation preached by the 
Lord and His immediate disciples is intended, of which the 
readers had heard. Comp. ver. 3. — pyrote mapappuaper] lest 
haply we should be carried past i¢ (comp. LXX. Prov. il. 21: 
vie un Tapappuns, THpncov Sé éunv BovdAnyv Kal évvo.ay), 1.¢. 
lest we lose it, fail of obtaining the salvation promised to us 
by the word we have heard; comp. ver. 3. The interpretation 
of Erasmus, Clarius, Beza, Cameron, Stuart, al.: lest we forget 

it, or let rt escape attention, is unmeaning and almost tauto- 
logical, wapappvdpev (or mapapvopev, as Lachmann and 
Tischendorf 2 and 7 write it, after A B* D* Ls), moreover, 

is not, as Wittich, Dindorf, and others suppose, conjunctive 
present active of wapappvew,—for the forms trapappvew, 
Tapappve, Tapappinus are mere figments of the grammarians,' 
in order to derive certain tenses therefrom,—but sec. aorist 

conjunct. passive from vrapappéew. 
Vv. 2-4. Establishing of the 8? reprocotépws mpocexev 

Has Tols axovaOeicwy, ver. 1, by a warning reference to the great 

responsibility and culpability in the case of its neglect, and 
this in a conclusion a minore ad majus. Not justifiably does 
de Wette take vv. 2-4 as a “proving of the danger of the 
mapapp.” For not the possibility of foregoing salvation, but 

1 Without warrant Delitzsch denies this. He has not been able to adduce an 

instance in favour of the opposite opinion. 
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the culpability of losing it through neglect, forms the central 
thought in vv. 2—4. 

Ver. 2. ‘O &v dyyéXov AarmOels AOyos] the word proclaimed 
by angels (not: by human messengers, t.e. prophets; so Daniel 
Heinsius and G. Olearius, against the connection with chap. 1., 
and contrary to Biblical usage), zc. the Mosaic law. Of an 
activity of the angels in connection with the act of legislation 
on Sinai nothing indeed is mentioned in Ex. xix.; it was, 
however, a traditional view very widely spread among the 
Jews. See Schoettgen and Wetstein on Gal. iii.19. The 
earliest traces thereof appear Deut. xxxili. 2, LXX., and Ps. 
Ixviii, 18 (17). It is clearly enunciated Acts vii. 53; Gal. 
ii. 19; Josephus, Antig. xv. 5. 3.— To understand other 
divine revelations given through the intervention of angels, 
like Gen. xix. 26, to the exclusion of the Mosaic law (Dor- 
scheus, Calov, Schoetteen, Carpzov, Semler, a/.), or with the 
inclusion of the same (Baumgarten, Ewald, M‘Caul: “To my 

mind, the transition to the law exclusively is in the present 
instance somewhat abrupt. Does it not rather also refer to 
the ministrations of angels vouchsafed from time to time 
during the whole of the earlier dispensation, and to which allu- 
sion is made in the concluding verse of the first chapter ?”), 
as intended by the 6 8 ayyéX@v AadnOels Aérvos, is forbidden 
—apart from the connection in its main points, and the whole 
tendency of the epistle—by the expression 6 Adyos in the 
singular. — The preterites éyéveto and €\aev characterize 
the period of the Mosaic law as a past one, the condition of 
life prevailing in the same as one now obsolete and historically 
surmounted. — BéBacos] firm, i.e. inviolable and obligatory, 
as is evident from the explanatoty clause cal taca ... picOar. 
immediately following. — rapaBacts the objective transeres- 
sion, tapakon the subjective listless hearing or inattention, 
Uebertretung and Ueberhirung. Not inaptly Bohme, in pre- 
serving the paronomasia, “non commissa solum, sed omissa 
etiam.” — évdcxos] just, in the N. T. only here and Rom. iii. 8. 
pucOatrodocia| selected, sonorous word, a favourite one with 

our author in the sense of the simple pcos, but not occurring 
elsewhere in the N. T. The term is a vor media, signifies 

thus recompense. It is here employed in the unfavourable 
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sense (= punishment), x. 35, xi. 26, in the favourable sense 
(= reward). 

Ver. 3. The apodosis follows in the form of a question, 
which for the rest extends only to cw7npias, not to the close 
of ver. 4.— és] how is it possible that. — wets] has the 
emphasis. The Christians in general are meant, in opposi- 
tion to the men once belonging to the O. T. theocracy, of 
whom the writer has spoken at least by implication in 
ver. 2. — éxdevEouefa] stands absolutely, as xii. 25; 1 Thess. 

v. 3. Needlessly do Heinrichs, Stengel, Ebrard, Bisping, 

Maier, and many others supplement from ver. 2: ty évducov 
pc Oatrodoclay. — awernoavtes| Instancing of the case or 
condition, after the arising of which an escape or deliverance 
from punishment becomes an impossibility: a case that, or 
if, we shall have neglected (slighted). The participle aorist is 
properly used, since the culpability must first have been 
incurred before a punishment can ensue. — THNKAUTYNS TWTN- 

pias| such a salvation, ic. one so great, so far surpassing 
in exaltedness that of the O. T. Theodorus Mopsuestenus: 
éxeivo vopipwv Socts Hv povov, évradOa Sé Kal yapls TVEVWATOS 
Kal Wows auapTnudtor Kai Bacirelas odpavay érrayyedia Kat 
abavacias trocyects OOev Kai Sixaiws THrALKAdTNS EeiTEV. — 
TyrvKavTns does not in itself contain a reference to #Tus 

‘(Tholuck and others; the former will then have #rvs taken 
in the sense of doTe), but stands there independently of any 
correlative ; it is then, however, after the question has closed 

with cwrtnpias, enforced by the clause with ijrvs (quippe quae). 
— ris dpynv AaPodca Aareicbar Sid Tod Kupiov, ito Tov 
adkovedvtav eis nuds &BeBawwOn] which indeed, at first pro- 
claimed by the Lord, was handed down with certainty to us by 
them that heard it. Wrongly does Ebrard translate: “ which 
was confirmed to us by the hearers, as one proclaimed by the 

Lord from the very first,” in supposing that apyiv NaBoica 
depends upon é@eSaiw6yn as an “apposition of object.” For 

how can apy7v AaBov Aareic Oat denote something proclaimed 
“from the very beginning,” or “from the commencement” ? 
And how unskilfully would the author have proceeded in the 
choice and position of his words, if—as Ebrard supposes— 

he had wished to express the thought, “that the cornpia 
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was directly revealed by the Lord, has been transmitted to 
us as a certainty, and thus as a divine legitimation of the 
cwrnpla by the dxovcaytes, the ear- (and eye-) witnesses !” 
"Apxiv rNaBeiv, to begin, always presupposes an opposition, 

expressed or understood, to a being continued, or to a being 
brought to an end. When thus in our passage there is men- 
tion made not only of an dpynv AaBetv AadeioPas by the Lord, 
but also of a BeBarwOfjvar eis was on the part of those who 
heard the Lord, it is clear that the author will have these two 

factors regarded as statements of two distinct but mutually 
corresponding periods of time. — In general, it is wrong when 
Ebrard, in connection with his explanation just adduced, 
will find in ver. 3 the twofold contrast with the law— 

(1) That the law was a mere word (Adyos); the gospel, on the 

other hand, a deliverance, a redemption, an act. (2) That the 

cwTnpia was manifested and proclaimed to men as at first 
hand, by the Lord Himself; the law, on the contrary, only at 

second hand, by the angels. or, as concerns the first alleged 
point of difference, assuredly the emphasis rests neither upon 
Aoyos, ver. 2, nor upon cwrTnpias, ver. 3; but, ver. 2, upon 

de ayyédov, and, ver. 3, upon TnAvKa’Tns. The second alleged 

point of difference falls, however, with the consideration that 
the author employs the preposition da, as before ayyéAwyr, 
ver. 2, so also before vod xupiov, ver. 3; thus indicates that 

the supreme Author alike of the Mosaic law and of the 
gospel is God Himself, both consequently are proclaimed to 
man “only at second hand.”’ The pre-eminence of the 
gospel can accordingly have been discovered by our author only 
in the fact that in connection with this the Lord Himself was 

the intervening agent; in connection with the law, on the 
other hand, only the angels, who, according to chap. i., are 

1 I cannot bring myself to recall this remark, although Delitzsch takes so great 
offence at it that he finds therein ‘‘a toning down of the opposition in gross 
misapprehension of the sense of the author.”” The conception of an ‘* immediate” 
speaking on the part of Jehovah in the N. T., on which Delitzsch insists, p. 
49, 51, is regarded in general unbiblical ; it is, moreover, remote from the thought 
of the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, as the whole chapter in itself shows; 
only by forcing upon him dogmatic notions already a priori determined, and 
entirely disregarding the laws of grammar, can it be brought out from his state- 
ments. 
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subordinate to the Lord. — t76 tav axovadvrwr] by them that 
heard it (se. from the Lord; mapa rod xvpiov, Chrysost.), 
thus by His apostles and immediate disciples. From these 
axovoavtes the author distinguishes himself and his readers 
(ets jas). As well he himself as the Palestinian Christians 
to whom he writes must consequently have already belonged 
to a second generation of Christendom, and the author of the 
epistle cannot have been Paul (comp. Jntrod. p. 11). When 
Hofmann (Schriftbew. IL. p. 378, 2 Aufl.) objects to this: 
“from eds jas is in truth evident only that the author belonged 
not to the number of those who could testify that they had 
with their own ears heard the Lord, at the time when He 

was upon earth proclaiming that salvation which they now 
preached,” this is indeed perfectly correct. But when he 
adds that Paul likewise had certainly only heard the word of 
salvation from the mouth of those who had listened to Jesus, 

this is—so long as the solemn asseveration of Paul himself 
(comp. expressly Gal. i. 12) has any value for us—decidedly 
false. For Paul reckons himself not among the disciples 
of the axovcavtes, but among the dxovcavtes themselves. 
For the circumstance that the axovew was otherwise brought 
about in his case than in the case of the original apostles, 
inasmuch as these had stood in the relation of dxovcavtes to 
the Christ walking upon earth, Paul, on the other hand, stood 

in the relation of an dxovcas to the exalted or heavenly Christ, 
left the essence of the matter itself untouched. Nor even by 
the assumption of a so-called dvaxolvwots, to which recourse 
has very frequently been had, can the conclusion resulting 
with stringent necessity from the words of our verse be set 
aside; for that which the writer of a letter says to his readers 
by means of an avaxoivwors is always of such nature as to be 
likewise true of himself; never can it stand in excluding 

opposition to himself. — é8e8areHOn] corresponds to the éyévero 
BéBatos, ver. 2; and eds Huds éBeBaiwOn is a well-known 
blending of the notion of rest with that of the preceding 
movement. See Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 386 f. Theo- 
phylact: SveropOwevOn eis jyads BeBaiws Kat TLeTOs, 
it came to us in a firm, trustworthy manner, so that it has 
become for us a cwrnpia BeBaia. Wrongly Heinrichs (and so 
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also Seb. Schmidt, Wittich, Wolf, Cramer, Paulus, and others), 

according to whom e¢s 7pas signifies ad nostra tempora, or 

usque ad nos. 
Ver. 4. Svuveriypaptupodvtos Tod Oeod x.7.d.] in that, with 

them (the axovcartes), God bore testimony in addition, to the 
same (the salvation, the cwrnpia), by signs and wonders. The 
doubly compound word ovvermpaptupety in the N. T. only 
here. Nor is it found at all in the LXX. With later pro- 
fane writers, on the other hand, it is not rare. See examples 
in Bleek, Abth. II. 1 Hialfte, p. 218.— cnpeta and répata 
only distinguished in the form of conception as signa and 
wortenta, not different in the notion conveyed by them. Comp. 
Fritzsche on Rom. xv. 19 (t. iii. p. 270). — arovx’Xass] belongs 
only to duvvdpecw. The adjective is not likewise to be 
referred to pepicpots (Bleek, Maier). For the notion of 

moixtdov is again specially brought into prominence in the 
sequel, in that it forms an element also in the contents of 
Kata THY avTov Oédnow. — The Suvdmecs, however, are not 
miraculous acts, but the source of the same: miraculous powers. 
—xal Tvedpatos ayiov pepicpots K.7.r.] and distributions of 
the Holy Spirit according to His good pleasure. mvevpatos 
aylov is genitivus objectiv., not subjectiv. (Cameron and others); 
and pepto pos, which (iv. 12) signifies dividing, denotes here, 
in accordance with the use of the verb wepifecv, vil. 2, Rom. 

xii. 3, 1 Cor. vii. 17, 2 Cor. x. 13: an apportioning or deal- 
ing out, distribution. — kata tiv abtod Oédnow] Addition, 
not to the whole period, ver. 4 (Abresch, Bohme), nor to 
Totals... wepicpois (Bleek), but only to pepsopois (de 
Wette, Bisping, Delitzsch, Alford, Maier, Moll, Kurtz), on 

which account this is also placed after the genitive tvevpatos 
dylov. avrod relates back to tod Geod, not to mvevpatos 
aytov (Oecumenius, Carpzov), and the whole addition xat& Thy 
avtov @édnow has the design not only in general of represent- 
ing the bestowal of the gifts of the Spirit on the part of God 
as a work of His free grace, but also of pointing to the mani- 
fold character of those distributions, inasmuch as, according to 
God’s free determination of will, the Holy Spirit was communi- 
cated in greater fulness to the one than to the other, and of 
the special gifts of the Spirit to the one was granted this, to 
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the other that. Comp. 1 Cor. xiii— On the wun-Attic 
OéXnovs, comp. Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 7, 353; Pollux, 
v. 165: BovrAnows, ériOvpia, dpe&is, Epws' 7 Se OérAHCLS 
LOL@TLKOD. 

Vy. 5-18. Further investigation of the relation of Christ to 
the angels, and demonstration of the necessity for the death 
of Christ. Not to angels, but to Christ, the Son of man, has, 

according to the testimony of Scripture, the Messianic world 
been subjected. Certainly Christ was abased for a short time 
lower than the angels ; but so it must be, in order that man- 
kind might obtain salvation; He must suffer and die, and 
become in all things hke unto men, His brethren, in order to 

be able as High Priest to reconcile them to God. 
Ver. 5. The author has brought into relief the fact, ver. 3, 

that it was the Son of God, or the Lord, according to chap. 1, 
highly exalted above the angels, by whom the Messianic 
salvation was proclaimed, and from whose immediate disciples 
it was handed down to Christendom. He now justifies this 
order of things as founded in a higher divine decree, and 
already foretold in the Scriptures of the Old Covenant. That 
order of things is, however, justified, in conformity to the com- 
parison of Christ with the angels, which is begun with i. 4, 
first, ¢ contrario or negatively, ver. 5, and then, ver. 6, posi- 

tively. The emphasis les in ver. 5 upon a@yyéXoes, and 
this then finds its antithesis in dvOpwios and vids avOpomTou, 

ver. 6. For when the author first in an absolute form of 
expression says: For not unto the angels has He put into 
subjection the world to come, and then continues: But one in 

a certain place testifies, etc., the sense—on account of the 
close connectedness of ver. 6 (see on that verse) with ver. 5 
—is certainly this: for, according to the testimony of Scripture, 
the world to come is put in subjection, not to angels, but to 
Christ, the Son of man. — dyyédous] without article. For it 
stands generically : beings who are angels, who have the nature 
of angels (Bleek). [Owen: nature angelical.] De Wette 
supposes the reason for the anarthrous form to be in the 
possibility that only a part of the angels are to be thought of. 
Unsuitably, because in connection with ov« ayyédos already 
the definite antithesis: “but to the Son of man,” was present 
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to the mind of the author (comp. ver. 6).— dzéta€ev] sc. o 
Geos, which naturally follows from the rod Oeod of ver. 4. 
The verb expresses the notion of making dependent, or of 
the placing in a position of subjection, and is chosen because 
the same expression is employed in the citation presently to 
be adduced (comp. ver. 8). — tiv otkovpévny THY pédArOUCAY] 
the world to come. This mode of designating it is explained 
from the well-known Biblical phraseology, according to which 
the Messianic period was distinguished as the atoy pérror, 
from the pre-Messianic as the alwv odtos.' What is meant, 
consequently, is not something purely future (Theodoret: o 
pedArxov Bios; Oecumenius: o éoouevos Koopos; Schulz: 
the new order of the world which is approaching; Bleek II. : 
the blessings of the kingdom of God which will first be mani- 
fested and conferred upon believers at the return of the Lord 
in glory; Grotius, Maier, and others: heaven, as the future 

dwelling-place of the Christians also), but the new order of 
things in the Messianic kingdom, which in its first manifestations 
has already appeared, but as regards its completion is still a 
future one. Calvin: apparet non vocari orbem futurum dum- 
taxat, qualem e resurrectione speramus, sed qui coepit ab 
exordio regni Christi, complementum vero suum habebit in 
ultima redemptione. tv olxouvpevny thy pedAdovcay is itself 
without emphasis; on the contrary, only resumes under 
another form the tyAvKavtTns cwtnpias of ver. 3. It results 

from this, that the opinion according to which the tacit con- 
trast is to be supplied in thought to the declaration, ver. 5: 
“the present world is indeed” to be regarded as “subjected to 
the angels, by them swayed and governed” (Cameron, Bleek, 

Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. p. 656, al.), is a baseless one. 
For it must then have been written ov yap tHhv wéAXOVTAaY 
olKoupevny ayyéedous UTéeTakev.— rept 75 Nadovpmev] does not 
go back to 1. 6 (Theophylact, Zeger, Grotius, Schlichting, 
Schulz, Bohme; comp. also Delitzsch),—against which the 
present Nadoduev, in place of which a preterite must have 

! We have not to seek the origin of the addition 7» wéaacucay in the fact that 
at the time of the Psalmist (ver. 6), that which was promised belonged as yet 
to the purely future (so, along with the right explanation this likewise in 
Bleek I.). 
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been expected, and not less the addition rv pédAovcar to 
Thy olxovperny, is decisive-—nor is AaAoduwev put in place of 
a future: “de quo in sequenti testimonio loquemur ” (Vatablus); 
but the relative clause is to be taken quite generally: which 
is the subject of our discourse (our epistle). Too specially 
Kurtz: “of which we are speaking just now, in this section 
of our epistle,’ which would have called for the addition of a 
vov. The plural Aadodpev, moreover, has reference merely to 
the writer. Comp. v. 11, vi. 9, 11, xiii. 18. Without good 
reason does Bengel supplement xos doctores; while even, 
according to Hofmann, “all who believe the promise, the 

apostle and his readers,” are the subject of AaXodpev, inasmuch 
as it is only a question of an “additional explanatory clause, 
when the apostle adds that that world to come is intended, of 

which the Christians speak !” 
Ver. 6 attaches itself closely to ver. 5, in that the adversa- 

tive dé (different from the disjunctive adda, but, on the 
contrary. Comp. Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 171), as iv. 13, 15, 

ix, 12, x. 27, xii. 13, 1 Cor. vii. 15, 25 fin., and frequently, 
as it were correcting the preceding negative statement, now 
places in opposition the actual state of the question: Some 
one, however (some one, on the contrary), testified in a certain 
place and said. Quite wrongly does Heinrichs suppose an 
entirely new section of the epistle to begin with ver. 6.— 
mov tis] The wavering character of this form of citation is 
derived by Grotius from the consideration that the Psalms 
were the work of different authors, and the authors of parti- 
cular psalms were often unknown. But the eighth Psalm, here 
cited, is, both in the Hebrew and the LXX., expressly ascribed 

to David. According to Koppe (Eucursus I. ad epist. ad 
Roman., 2d ed. p. 379), Dindorf, Schulz, Heinrichs (comp. also 
Stengel), the indefiniteness of the formula is to be explained 
by the fact that the author is citing from memory. But the 
words agree too exactly with the LXX. to be a citation from 
memory, and, moreover, the indefinite ov occurs again, iv. 4, 

in connection with the citation of Gen. ii. 2, thus in connec- 

tion with an appeal to a passage of the O. T. Scripture, of 
which the place where it is found could not possibly escape 
the memory of our author. De Wette, after the precedent of 
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Bleek [cf Peshito: the Scripture witnesses, and says], regards it 
as the most correct supposition that the author “ was not con- 
cerned about the particular writers of Scripture, since for him 
God or the Holy Ghost spoke through the Scripture.” Yet, if 
the reason for the form of expression is to be sought in this, 
then in general we should hardly expect the personal indica- 
tion tés to be added, but rather a passive construction to be 

chosen. According to Hofmann, finally, ov tis is intended 

to declare “that it is indeed a matter of indifference for his 
purpose who said this, and where it is found; that it is 
adduced as the utterance of some man, only an utterance 

which comes invested with the authority of Scripture!” The 
indefinite mode of citation has probably no other than a 
rhetorical ground, inasmuch as the author presupposes a 
universal acquaintance with the passage, without concerning 

himself to learn whether it is known to all or not. So sub- 

stantially also Chrysostom (todtTo 6é avTo, oiwas, TO KpUTTew 
Kal pa) TIHévas Tov eipnKoTa THY papTuplay, GAN ws TeEpiepo- 
pévyy Kal KaTadnrov ovcav cioayew, SetxviVTOS éoTiv, avTOvS 
opodpa euretpous eivat TOV ypapov), Oecumenius, Theophy- 
lact, Primasius, Jac. Cappellus, Cornelius a Lapide [Owen: 

“the reason is plain; both person and place were sufficiently 
known to them to whom he wrote”], Calov, Tholuck, Bloom- 

field, Alford, Maier, Moll, Kurtz, al. The same reticence in 

the mode of citation is often found with Philo. Comp. eg. de 
ebrietate, p. 248 (ed. Mangey, I. p. 365): etme yap mov tes (se. 
Abraham, Gen. xx. 12). Further examples see in Bleek, 
Abth. II. 1 Hilfte, p. 239.— The citation, which extends to 
moowy avtov, ver. 8, is from Ps. viii. 5-7 (4-6). The utter- 

ance in its historic sense contains a declaration with regard to 
man in general; but the author, on the ground of the ideal 
import of the passage, as likewise in particular on the ground 
of the expression vios dv@pwrov, which in consequence of 
Dan. vii. 13 was current with the Jews as an appellation of 
the Messiah (comp. John xii. 34), which, too, was one often 
bestowed by Jesus upon Himself, finds in it a declaration con- 
cerning the Son of man xa é£oyny, ic. concerning Christ.’ 

1JIn contradiction with the design of the whole explication, as this clearly 
manifests itself from the context, do Beza, Piscator, Storr, Ebrard, Delitzsch 
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Paul, too, has Messianically interpreted the psalm, 1 Cor. 
xv. 27 f. (comp. Eph. i. 22).— Tv éotuv avOpwros «.7.d.] What 
is man that Thou art mindful of him, or the son of man that 

Thow regardest him ! ic, im the sense of the original, How 
small, weak, and insignificant, as compared with the majestic 
heavenly bodies, is man, that Thou shouldst nevertheless take 

a loving and careful interest in him! In the application : 
How great and full of dignity is man, that Thou so greatly 
distinguishest him with loving care! (Kuinoel, Heinrichs, 
Bohme, Bleek, Stein ; otherwise, de Wette, Hofmann, Schrift- 

bew. IL. 1, p. 45, 2 Aufl; Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebriierbr. 
p. 361; Alford, Moll, Kurtz, a/.). Thus the author could 
understand the words, although the “being mindful” and 
“looking upon” do not very well accord therewith, in that he 
was guided in his acceptance of them pre-eminently by the 
final clause d0& .. . adtod. —%] instead of this} is found in 
the Hebrew, thus introduces a purely parallel member, in such 
wise that vids av@pe@ov is identical with adv@pw7os in the 
first member, and is distinguished therefrom only as a more 
sharply defined presentation of the same notion. 

Ver. 7. "Hiddttwcas adtov Bpayd te wap aryyédovs] Thus 
the LXX. translate the Hebrew DTN byl amjonm, The sense 
of the Hebrew is: “ Thou hast made Him only a little lower 
than God, hast made Him only a little less than God.” The 
Bpaxv tu is consequently in the original a note of degree, 
and the whole former member 7AdTTwcas ... ayyéXous con- 

(p. 57, 59), Hofmann (Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 45, 2 Aufl.), Alford, Moll, and others, 

refer d@vépwxres, even in the sense of our author, and vics avbparov to man 
generally, namely, to the man of the New Covenant, inasmuch as he shall 
receive the dominion over all things, in the possession of which Christ is already 
set. When Ebrard, p. 84, asserts that the ‘‘ Messianic ” interpretation ‘‘of the 
non-Messianic eighth Psalm” cannot be laid to the account of the author of the 
epistle, without charging him with ‘‘a downright Rabbinical misunderstanding 
of a psalm ;” and when, in like manner, Delitzsch, p. 57, declares it ‘‘not at 

all conceivable that the author of our epistle should without any explanation 
have referred dvépwxres and viis dvéparov of the psalm to Christ,” unless we are to 
attribute ‘the uttermost limitation of thought to the N. T. exposition of Scrip- 
ture,” that is nothing else than a controlling of the author of the epistle by pre- 
conceived opinions of one’s own, from which, in the face of 1 Cor. xv. 27 f., one 

ought to have shrunk. For the rest, against the view espoused by Ebrard, 
Delitzsch, and Hofmann, comp. also Riehm, Lenrbegr. des Hebrierbr. p. 368 ff., 

note, 
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tains in the original the same thought as the immediately 
following S0& Kal ti éeatepdvwcas aitov. The author, 
however, takes the Bpayv te of the LXX. in the temporal 
sense: “for a short time” (comp. ver. 9), and finds in the 
second member an opposition to the first, in such wise that in 
the application he refers the statement of the first clause to 
the humiliation of Christ, that of the second to the exaltation 

of Christ. — The words following these in the LXX. (as also 
in the Hebrew): Kal xatéotnoas avtov émi Ta épya TaeY 
xetpav cov (comp. the critical remarks), have been left out by 
the author as unsuitable to his presentment. For the state- 
ment that God has set the Son of man or the Messiah over 
the works of creation which proceeded from the hands of God, 
might appear to contain a contradiction to i. 10 (comp. also 
i. 2), where earth and heaven were designated as works 
created by the hands of the Son. 

Ver. 8. Idvta imétatéas troxadta Tav Today avTov) All 
things didst Thou put in subjection under His fect. In the 
psalm these words refer to the dominion which God has con- 
ferred upon man over the earth, and indeed specially (comp. 
Ps. viii. 8, 9 [7, 8]) over the whole animal world. The 
author of the epistle, on the other hand, taking 7dvva in the 
absolute sense, understands them of the dominion over the 

universe which has been conferred upon Christ, the Son of 
man. Comp. Matt. xxviii. 18.— With év yap 7@ UrotaEar 

. avuTotaktov the author still dwells on the closing 
words of the citation: mavta w7érakas «.7.X., in order by 
way of elucidation to unfold its contents, and thus to place in 

clearer light the truth of the main thought expressed vv. 5-8. 
yap consequently refers back to that which immediately pre- 
cedes, and the supposition of Tholuck— that év yap 70 
vrotagéat x.7.X., as the clause which affords the proof, is 
parenthetically preposed to the viv dé «.7.A., as the clause 
which is to be proved, so that the connection would be: “but 
now we see not yet all things made subject to Him ; for, 
according to the declaration of the psalm, all things without 
exception are subject to Him ”—is to be rejected as entirely 
unnecessary ; quite apart from the fact that no instance of 
such parenthetical preposing of an elucidatory clause with yap 
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is to be found anywhere in the N. T. (not in John iv. 44, 45 
either), although not rare with classical writers (comp. 
Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 467; Kiihner, Gramm. II. p. 454). 

Nor does ydép stand for ody (Heinrichs, Stengel), but is the 

explicative namely, The subject in d7roraéaz, further, is not 

David, the singer of the psalm (Heinrichs), but God ; and the 
emphasis rests upon the opposition between ta mavra and 
ovéév, The threefold ave, finally, relates not to man in 
general (Beza [Piscator: the believers], Schlichting, Grotius, 

Owen, Whitby, Storr, Kuinoel, Ebrard, Delitzsch, Alford, Moll, 

Hofmann, Woerner, and others), but to the Son of man, and 

that not merely as regards its signification (Masch, Bleek, de 
Wette), but—as is shown by the ‘“Incodv, only incidentally 
added, ver. 9—to the Son of man as He appeared in Christ as 
an historical person (Calvin, Gerhard, Calov, Seb. Schmidt, 

Wittich, Peirce, Schulz, Tholuck, Klee, Stuart, Conybeare, 

Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. p. 364; Kurtz, Ewald, ai.). 

The sense is accordingly: by the fact, namely, that God made 
all things subject to Christ, the Son of man, He left nothing 
that is not subjected unto Him; it is thus also—this natural 
inference the author leaves to the readers themselves to make 
—to Him, the Son of man, and not to the angels, that 7 otxov- 

pevn 1 péAXovoa (ver. 5), which is only a part of that ra 
mavtTa, is subjected; nay, the angels themselves, seeing that 
all things have been put in subjection under Him, are them- 
selves subject to Him. — With viv 5€ otrw opdpmev aiTa 
Ta TavtTa UToteTaypméeva the author limits the immediately 
preceding declaration by an admission, by which, however, 
as is then further shown, ver. 9, the correctness of the 

former assertion as to the actual state of the matter suffers 
no infringement: now, however,— that must be conceded, 

—we see not yet all things subjected unto Him. For we 
are as yet in the condition of the earthly body; as yet the 
kingdom of God is only partially established ; as yet it has 
to wage warfare with many enemies (comp. x. 12, 13; 
1 Cor. xv. 24-27). We shall sce that all things have been 
made subject to Christ by God the Father only when Christ 
shall have returned for the consummation of the kingdom 
of God. 

Meryer.—HEs. H 
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Ver. 9. Proof that, notwithstanding the circumstances just 
mentioned, the matter itself which has been asserted is 

perfectly true. Certainly we do not, at the present moment, 
as yet see all things made subject to Christ, the Son of man;) 
but we do see Him already crowned with glory and honour, 
in that after suffering and dying He has been exalted to the 
right hand of the Father. From the reality of the one, 
however, which we see, follows of necessity the reality of the 
other, which we do not yet see. For if the word of Scripture: 
S0&n kal teuH eéotedadvacas adtov, has already been 
fulfilled in His case, there can be no kind of doubt but in 

like manner also the further word of Scripture: wavta 
umétatas UToKaTw TOV TOOHY avTod, inseparably con- 
nected as it is with the former, has already attained its 
realization in Him. — The words of ver. 9 have undergone a 
strange misinterpretation on the part of Hofmann (Schriftbew. 
II. 1, p. 45 ff. 2 Aufl). As Hofmann with regard to ver. 7 
already denies that the two members of the sentence in that 
verse: 7AadTT@CAasS avTov Bpayd TL Tap ayyédous and Soy 
Kal Tym éeotepdvecas avrov, form in the mind of the writer 
an opposition to each other, so just as little is the writer in 
ver. 9 supposed to have had present to his mind in connec- 
tion with tov Bpayd te map dyyédous nAaTT@pévov the 
humiliation of Christ, and with d0& Kal tip éotedavwpévov 
the exaltation of Christ. Ver. 9 is thought rather to refer 
exclusively to the Jesus “living in the flesh,” and the 
connection is thus explained: “Far from its being the case 
that we see all things subjected to man, He, on the contrary, 
of whom that which the psalm speaks of man holds good in 
full truth, Jesus namely, stands before our eyes in a position 
of divine appointment, as such demanded by the existing 
calamity of death, which, according to ver. 14, makes the 

devil a ruler and us bondsmen.” For by Bpayd te rap’ 
ayyéXous HrAaTT@pEvos there is reference made, in the opinion 
of Hofmann, to the person of man, of which the psalm is 
treating, with regard to the dignity belonging thereto as 
conferred by God,— inasmuch as Bpayd te is to be taken 
of degree, — but by 76 7a@nua tod Oavdrov is indicated the 
misfortune consisting in death itself, and not his suffering of 
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death; and d0£a xat tiun finally expresses, according to iii. 3, 
v. 4, 5, the glorious character of his position by virtue of his 
vocation. The sense of ver. 9, then, is supposed to be: 
“What He, in whom the wealth of human nature has 

appeared in full truth, denotes and represents on the part of 
God,—for the former is meant by tip, the latter by 86£a,— 
that He denotes and represents, for the reason that mankind 
is obnoxious to the suffering of death, and to the end that He 
might taste a death which should redound unto good for 
every one!” See, on the other hand, the remarks of Riehm, 

Lehrbegr. des Hebrierbr. p. 333 ff., note.— tov Bpayd te 
Tap ayyérous HXaTTH péEévor is the object, and d0&y Kat 
Tih éotepavepévoy the predicate to PAr€mopev, while 
‘Incody is the appositional nearer definition of the object 
brought in only at the close. The sense thus is: “ But we do 
indeed see the one for a time abased below the angels, namely 
Jesus, crowned with glory and honour.’ Wrongly others: 
“As the one for a time abased below the angels do we 
recognise Jesus, who is crowned with glory and honour.” 
For, in order to express this thought, “Incodyv tov... 
éotedavopévoy must have been placed. Wrongly likewise 
Ebrard, with whom Delitzsch agrees in substance, who takes 
*Inoobv as object, jAatTwpévov as adjectival attribute to 
‘Inoodv, and éotepavwpévoy as predicate to the object. The 
sense then is: “mankind is not yet exalted; but Jesus, who 
was indeed abased for a while below the angels, we see 
already crowned with glory and honour.” This construction, 
which at any rate rests upon the false supposition that the 
subject of discourse, vv. 6-8, is not already Christ, the Son of 

man, but only man in general, and that the author of the 
epistle had regarded as fully identical the two utterances of 
the psalm: dof Kat tipn éoteddvecas adtov, and wdvtTa 
brétakas trokadtwe tay Today avtod, would only be per- 
missible in the case that "Incodv 8, Tov Bpayd te Tap’ 
ayyéhous HaTT@pévov, BrETOMEV K.T.r., OY TOV 5é Bpayd TL 
Tap ayyédous jnrAaTtT@pEevov "Incodv BréCTopev «.7.r., had 
been written. By the position of the "Incodv after Brévropev 

it becomes impossible; since in consequence thereof “Incobv 
appears as entirely unaccentuated, consequently can be 
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regarded only as a supplementary addition by way of 
elucidation with regard to the question who is to be under- 
stood by the 6 Bpayv te map’ ayyéXous jraTTw@pévos. "Incody 
might even have been entirely left out without detriment to 
the sense and intelligibility of that which the author would 
imply ; it is nevertheless inserted, in order, by the express 
mention of His name, to cut off every kind of doubt upon the 
point that it is no other than Christ, the historic Redeemer, 
of whom the citation adduced, vv. 6-8, is treating. — 
Brérropev] we see, perceive; namely, with the eyes of the 

mind; comp. ili. 19, al. For it is openly testified that Christ 
rose from the dead, and ascended to the right hand of the 
Father in heaven; and Christians feel that He is reigning in 
power and glory by means of the Holy Spirit, which He has 
conferred upon them.— 6a 1d amaOnua tod Oavatov] on 
account of His suffering of death, belongs not to Bpayd tt 
map ayyédous nAaTT@pévov (Origen, in Joann. t. ii. c. 6; 
Augustine, contra Maxinin. iii. 2. 5; Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Oecumenius, Beza, Schlichting, Cornelius a Lapide, Cameron, 

Calov, Limborch, Semler, ai.), but to S0& «al tih éoteda- 
vopévoyv (Luther, Calvin, Estius, Grotius, Bengel, Wetstein, 

Bohme, Bleek, Tholuck, de Wette, Ebrard, Bisping, Delitzsch, 

Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. p. 357; Alford, Maier, Moll, 

Kurtz, Ewald, and many others). Only this mode of referring 
the clause has the merit of naturalness from the position of 
the words; only this is grammatically and logically justified. 
For not only with this construction does 6a with the 
accusative retain its only possible signification, but the 
thought likewise finds its confirmation in the sequel (da 
Tabnuatwv Terer@oat, ver. 10), and accords with the view of 

Paul, Phil. ii. 9, according to which the exaltation of Christ 

to the right hand of the Father was the consequence and 
divine recompense of the voluntary abasement endured even 
to the death of the cross. Supposing the connection to be 
with that which precedes, dua to wd@nywa tod Oavatov must 
contain a later added nearer definition to 7AaTTw@pévoyv; but a 
second supplementary nearer definition, seeing that “Incodv 
already occupies such a position, would be extremely 
improbable, when we consider the carefulness with regard 
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to style which prevails in this epistle; it would not, like 
*Incodv, have a purpose to serve, but be merely an instance 
of linguistic negligence such as ought not to be readily laid 
to the charge of our author. Moreover, dua 7o wad@nua Tod 
Gavarov, referred to that which precedes, does not even admit 
of any satisfactory explanation. For, as thus combined, it is 
interpreted either: humbled by reason of the suffering of 
death, ae. by suffering death, or: humbled for the sake of the 
suffering of death, 2c. in order to be able to undertake it. 
But in the latter case the choice of the preposition 64a would 
be an exceedingly ill-judged one, since we must, at any rate, 
have expected ets To wacyew Tov Odvatov, or something 
similar. In the former case, on the other hand, dca must 
have been combined with the genitive instead of the accusative, 
quite apart from the consideration that the author can hardly 
be supposed to limit the humiliation of Christ to the moment 
of His death, but rather (comp. ver. 14), like Paul, to com- 
prehend in general the whole period of His life in the flesh. 
— ores ydpite Oeod vrép TavTos yevontat Pavatov| that 
He by the grace of God might taste death for every one, does not 
depend upon S0&y Kai tinh eotepavepévov. For the enduring 
of death was certainly not something which was to take place 
only after the exaltation, but already preceded this. The 
contorted interpretations, however: so that He died for 
all (Erasmus, Paraphr., Tena, Ribera, Morus, Valckenaer, 

Kuinoel), or: a order that He may have suffered death for 
all (Ebrard), or: postquam mortem gustavit (Schleusner), are 
grammatically impossible. But since a connecting of the 
final clause with 7Xattwpévoy (Akersloot, Bengel, Bohme, 

Bisping) is, considering the grammatical construction of 
ver. 9, quite inconceivable, é7ws «.7.r. can be only a further, 

but pregnant, exponent of the preceding 76 wa@nua Tov 
Qavatov: on account of His suffering of death, namely, in 
order that He might, etc.—yapite Geov] for the grace and 
love of God is the supreme cause of the redeeming death ot 
Christ (comp. Rom. v. 8; Gal. ii, 21).— d7rép] on behalf of 
Jor the weal of. — mavros] is not neuter, in such wise that the 
declaration should apply to the whole creation, including the 
angels (Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact; comp. Origen, 
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in Joann. t. i. c. 40);" for this thought comes into collision 
with ver. 16, and the expression thereof would be incorrect, 
since we must expect in that case Umép maons Ths KTicews, 

or at least trép tod mavrdés. Tavros is masculine, and has 
reference only to mankind. The singular, however, is placed, 
not the plural wavtwv, in order distinctly to bring out the 
thought that Christ died on behalf of each single individual 
among men (namely, who will appropriate the salvation 
offered him), not merely for mankind as a totality, as a 
compact corporation. [Piscator and Owen understand: each 
and every one, sc. of the moNAol viot mentioned ver. 10. Cf. 
Acts xx. 28.] — yevec@ar Oavartov| represents the experiencing 
of death under the figure of a tasting of the same. Comp. 
Matt. xvi. 28, Mark. ix. 1; Luke tix, 27> John awa 4o23 
The formula corresponds to the rabbinical Mid DYY (see 
Schoettgen and Wetstein on Matt. xvi. 28), and has its 
manifold analogies in the Greek turns: yever@ar poxydwv 
(Soph. Zvrachin. 1101), xaxov (Eurip. Hee. 379; Lue. 
Nigr. 28), wévOovs mixpod (Eurip. Alcest. 1069), wovev 

(Pindar, Nem. vi. 41), oiorod (Homer, Odyss. xxi. 98), Tijs 
apxis, ths édevOepins (Herod. iv. 147, vi. 5), etc. The 
formula is only a more significant expression for the ordinary 
amoO§vncxe. Neither the notion of the brief duration 
of Christ’s death (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, 
Primasius, Clarius, Camerarius, Braun, Peirce, Cramer, Ch. F. 

Schmid), nor along with this the notion of the reality of that 
death (Beza, Bengel), nor, finally, the notion of the dzéterness 
of the death sufferings (Calov, Delitzsch, Maier, Kurtz), les in 
the expression. 

REMARK.—In connection with the explanation of the reading 
xwpis beod (see the critical remarks) comes forth the main diver- 
sity, that these words were either taken as closely conjoined with 
istp ravrés, or regarded in themselves as an independent nearer 
defining of the verb. The former mode of explanation is adopted 
by Origen, Theodoret, Ebrard, Ewald: “in order that He might 
suffer death for all beings, with the exception of God alone;” 
further Bengel, and Chr. F. Schmid: “in order that, with a view 

1 Ebrard, too, finds the thought expressed in Uzip ravrés: “that Christ by 

His death has reconciled absolutely all things, heaven and earth;” but in 
connection therewith inconsistently takes ravrés as a masculine, 
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to purchasing or subjecting all things except God, He might 
suffer death.” But against both acceptations is the fact that 
savroc cannot be neuter (see above), against the latter, moreover, 
in particular the fact that the notion: “in order to purchase to 
himself,” cannot possibly be expressed by the mere urip ravré. 
As an independent addition ywp/s deo is taken by Theodorus 
Mopsuestenus, Ambrose, Fulgentius, the Nestorians, and P. 
Colomesius (Observatt. Sacr. p. 603): “that He might taste 
death without God, i.e. without the participation of His God- 
head, with the mere sharing of His humanity in death.” But 
that such a thought, in itself entirely alien as it is to the 
Biblical writers, could not have been expressed by ywpils de05, is 
at once apparent. There must at least have been written 
yupls rig adrod deérnros. To this place further belongs Paulus, 
with an appeal to Matt. xxvii. 46: “as without God, as one 
abandoned by God, not delivered.” But the added “as,” by 
which alone the interpretation becomes tolerable, is without 
grammatical justification the expositor’s own additamentwm. 

Ver. 10. Not without design has the author, ver. 9, added 

to the declaration d0& Kat tip éotedavwpévoy the indication 
of the cause, 61a TO TaOnma TOD Oavarou, and then brought 

into relief this superadded clause by the final statement: 677as 
yapete Geod Urep TavtTos yevontar Oavarov, For the 
Redeemer’s death of the cross, ridiculed by the Gentiles as 
folly, was to the Jews an offence (1 Cor. 1. 23). Even to the 
Hebrews, to whom the author is writing, the thought of a 
Messiah who passed through sufferings and death might be a 
stumbline-block not yet surmounted, and, with other things, 
have contributed to shake their confidence in Christianity, and 
incline them to relapse into Judaism. Without, therefore, 

further giving express utterance to the conclusion to be 
expected after ver. 9 (see on ver. 9, init.), but rather leaving 
the supplying of the same to the readers, the author passes 
over, ver. 10 ff, at once to the justification of that fact regarded 

as an offence, in bringing into relief the consideration that 
the choice of that way, so apparently strange, of causing the 
Messiah to attain to glory through sufferings and death, was 
altogether worthy of God (ver. 10), and necessary (vv. 14-18), 
in order that Christ might be qualified to be the redeemer 
of sinful humanity. — Wrongly does Tholuck suppose that 
ver. 10 attaches itself to d0&) éotepavmpévor, ver. 9, and 
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expresses the thought that the glorification of Him could not 
fail of its accomplishment, who became to others the author of 
salvation. For the centre of gravity in the proposition lies not 
in Terecooat, but in dua waOnuator, which Tholuck erroneously 
degrades to a mere “secondary thought.” — ésperev] it was 
befitting; not an expression of necessity (Kuinoel, Bloomfield, 
al.), but of meetness and becomingness, in relation partly to the 
nature of God (comp. ov év Ta mavta Kal Ov 08 Ta TavTa), 
partly to the ends He would attain (cf. vv. 14-18). Comp. 
Philo, Legg. allegor. I. p. 48 E (with Mangey, I. p. 53): apéme 
TO Oecd uTevery Kat oixodomeiy ev rpuyf Tas apetas. — De 
incorrupt. Mundi, p. 950 B (with Mangey, II. p. 500): éuarpe- 
mes 6& Jed TA dpwopha pophody Kal Tois aicxiotous TepiTLoévan 
Oavpacta Kaddn. — avToe, &¢ dv Ta Tavta Kal Ov ov Ta 
mavta| does not relate to Christ (Primasius, Hunnius, Konigs- 
mann, Cramer, al.), but is a periphrasis for God. This 
periphrastic delineation, however, of the divine characteristics 
justifies the émpezev in its truth and naturalness. For He 
who is the Supreme Cause and Creator of the Universe cannot 

have done anything unworthy of Himself. — 7a mavta] the 
totality of all that exists, not merely that which serves for the 
bringing about of salvation (Schlichting, Grotius, Limborch, 
Paulus). — 8 év] for the sake of whom,’ characterizes God as 
the One for whom, i.e. to accomplish whose ends, all things 
are designed, and corresponds to the eés avrdv, Rom. xi. 36, 
1 Cor. viii. 6; while 8¢ od characterizes Him as the One 

by whom all things have been effected or created, inasmuch 
as, according to the popular conception, the notion of the 
originating is not strictly separated from that of effecting, since 
both are summed up under the more general notion of disposing, 
preparing [7rovety, mapacKevalew, érouwatew]; comp. 1 Cor. 
1.9; Gal. i 1. In the case of our author, moreover, the 

placing of the inaccurate 6.’ od instead of the more accurate 
€& ov (comp. Rom. xi. 36) or id’ od, may also have been 
occasioned with a view to the paronomasia produced by the 
use of the twofold éva with different cases. — qoAAovs viods 
eis S0€av ayayovta] is not a preposed. apposition to Tov 

1 Not: ‘at whose command or will,” as Wieseler (Comm. tib. d. Br. an die 
Gal., Gott. 1859, p. 111) will have 3? ¢ explained. 
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apynyov Ths cwtnpias a’tav: “it became God to make Him, 
—as one who led many sons unto glory,—namely, the Beginner 

of their salvation, perfect through sufferings” (Primasius, Erasmus, 
Paraphr.; Estius, Heinrichs, Stuart, Winer, Gramm., 7 Autfl., 

p- 821 f.; Ebrard, Nickel, in Reuter’s Repert. 1857, Oct. p. 20, 
and many others). Such construction is not indeed to be 
opposed, as Bohme and Bleek think, on the ground that the 
article tov could not in that case have been wanting also 
before woAAovs. On the contrary, either the addition or the 
omission of the article before voAXovs would be justified ; only 
a modification of the sense results from the choice of the one 
or the other course. If the article is placed, then tov 7rodAods 
viods eis So€av ayayovta and Tov apynyov Ths owTnpias 
avta@v are two parallel but co-ordinate utterances, in such 
wise that the second repeats the first only in more sharply- 
defined form of expression. In connection with the omission 
of the article, again, the first expression stands in the relation 
of subordination to the second, and is a preposed statement of 
the reason for the same. But what really decides against 
that view is—(1) That according to ver. 11 the believers are 
brethren of Christ, and sons of God; consequently wodAovds 
viovs els S0€av ayayovta would be unsuitable as an utterance 
with respect to Christ, while the interpretation of the vious as 
sons of God, adopted by Nickel, l.c., in connection with the 
referring of the dayayovta to Christ, would be unnatural. 
(2) That, assuming the identity of the subject in dyayovra and 
apxnyov, both expressions would in effect cover each other, 

consequently become tautological. We must accordingly take, 
as the subject in oAXovs viovs els Sdfav ayayovta, God; in 
TOV apynyov THs cwTnpias av’Tav, Christ. So Chrysostom, 
Oecumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus, Annott.; Luther, Vatablus, 
Calvin, Piscator, Grotius, Owen, Bengel, Bohme, Bleek, de 

Wette, Tholuck, Bisping, Delitzsch, Buttmann (Gramm. p. 262), 
Hofmann (Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 51 f.), Riehm (Lehrbegr. des 
Hebréerbr. p. 581), Alford, Maier, Moll, Kurtz, Woerner, and 

many others. It cannot, however, be urged against the referring 
of dyayovta to God (Carpzov, Michaelis, and others), that 
we have not, instead of the accusative dyayovra, the dative 

ayayovtt, which no doubt would have been more accurate on 
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account of the preceding avrt@; since this very accusative is 
otherwise the general case of the subject grammatically con- 
strued with the accusative. Transitions to the latter, spite of 
a preceding dative, are accordingly nothing rare; comp. Acts 
xi. 12, xv. 22; Luke i. 74; Kiihner, Gramm. IL. p. 346 f.; 
Bernhardy, Syntax, p. 367, fin. — IToAXovs] not equivalent to 
mavtas (Seb. Schmidt). IZodAovs renders prominent only the 
notion of multitude or plurality, quite apart from the question 
whether or not this plurality is to be thought of as the totality 
of mankind; comp. ix. 28; Rom, v. 15, vii. 29 ; Matt. xx. 28, 

xxvi. 28. — eis S0£€av] The So€a is not distinguished, as to the 
thing itself, from the cwtypia mentioned immediately after. 
The Messianic glory and blessedness is intended thereby. 
The word 6¢&a, however, was chosen in accordance with the 
words: d0&n cal tinh éorehavwpévor, ver. 9, taken over from 
the psalm cited. — ayayovra] cannot signify : “since He would 
lead” (Bleek, Stengel, Bloomfield, and Bisping; after the 
precedent of Erasmus, Annott.; Piscator, Grotius, Owen, Seb. 

Schmidt, Limborch, Peirce, Starck, Wolf, Storr, Ernesti, Dindorf, 

Schulz, Bohme, Kuinoel, Klee). For the aorist has never a 

future sense. But neither is ayayovra to be rendered by “ qui 
adduxerat,’ with the Vulgate, Estius, Hofmann (Schriftbew. 
II. 1, p. 39, 1 Aufl.; Komm. p. 121; differently Schriftbew. 

2 Aufl. p. 51), and others; in such wise that the thought 
were directed to the saints of the O. T., already led to glory. 
For the characterizing of Christ as the apynyos THs caTn- 
plas avT@y shows that the vio/, in whom was accomplished 
the eis do€av ayeoOas on the part of God, must already have 
been in communion with Christ,—the communion with Christ 
was the conditioning cause of their attainment to the d0o£a, 
According to Tholuck, who is followed by Moll, the participle 
aorist indicates, “ as the nearer defining of the infinitive aorist 
terec@oat, the specific character of the same without respect 
to the relation of time.’ But only the «infinitive, not the 
participle aorist is used non-temporally; and the “ specific 

1 For the same reason have we to reject the kindred interpretation of Kurtz, 
who takes the dye» eis dcZey as preceding the rzacmeas, and refers the viol to the 
believing contemporaries of Jesus, with the inclusion of the believers under the 
Old Covenant. 
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character” of teXeu@oae cannot be expressed by ayayovta, for 
the reason that the personal objects of dyayovra and Tedevdoat 
are different. dyayovra can have no other meaning than: 
since He led, and is the indication of the cause from the stand- 

point of the writer. The participle aorist has its justification 
in the fact that, from the moment Christ appeared on earth as 
a redeemer, and found faith among men, God in reality was 
leading eis S0£ay those who believed, zc. caused them to walk 
in the way to the ddfa. For only this notion of title to the 
d6£a in reversion, not that of the actual possession of the same, 
can be meant; inasmuch as the possession of the dcéa will 
only come in at the Parousia. The causal relation, however, 
of the participial clause: oAXods viods eis Soéav ayayovTa, to 
the main statement: émpeme Tov apynyov Tis cwTnplas avToV 
d1a waOnpdtov TeXe@cat,and consequently the justification 
of the latter by the former, lies in the fact that the roAdol 
viol, just because they were not angels but men, could only be 
redeemed in that Christ for them became man, and for them 

suffered and died; even as the author himself will more fully 
show, ver. 14 ff. Others find the causal relation by supplying, 
in thought, dia wa0nudtwr to the first clause also. So Jae. 
Cappellus: “ quum tot filios suos per afflictiones consecrasset, 
afflictionum via perduxisset ad gloriam pater coelestis, decebat 
sane et aequum erat, ut principem salutis eorum eadem via 
perduceret ad coelestem gloriam.’ In like manner Grotius: 
“quia fierl non potest, ut qui se pietati dedunt, non multa 
mala patiantur...ideo Deus voluit ipsum auctorem saluti- 
ferae doctrinae non nisi per graves calamitates perducere ad 
statum illum perfectae beatitudinis.” But in this case the 
express addition of Osa wa0nudtwy in the first clause could 
not have been omitted. — tov dpynyov] Comp. xii. 2; Acts 
ili. 15,v. 31. Designation of the beginner, or first in a series, 
to which the further notion of author then easily attaches, so 
that the word is frequently used, as here, exactly in the sense 

of aitvos. Instances in Bleek, Abth. II. 1 Hilfte, p. 302. — 
Tereraoat] to bring to perfection, to lead to the goal, does not 
here express “an inner moral perfection, which has as its 
consequence the attainment of the highest outward goal” (de 
Wette, Tholuck, Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebrierbr. p. 343, 346 ; 
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and, long ago, Cameron), nor does it denote the close of the 
appointed course with which God has brought Jesus to the 
goal of that which He was to become, to the end of His earthly 
temporal existence (Hofmann) ; but resumes the notion of the 
d0&n Kal Tinh otepavodcPa, ver. 9, and is identical with 
this. 

Vy. 11-13. Elucidatory justification, in passing, of the 
expression moAXovs viods, employed ver. 10; in proof of 
the brotherly relation existing between Christ and believers, 
already indicated by that expression. That this view as to 
the aim and signification of vv. 11-13 is the true one, is con- 
tested indeed by Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebriéerbr. p. 366 f. 
(comp. also Kurtz, and Hofmann ad loc.). According to Riehm, 
vv. 11-15 are to be regarded not as mere accessory remarks, 
but as the first link in the proof for ver. 10, to which then 
ver. 14 f. attaches as second link; in such wise that only in 
the two thoughts together (vv. 11-13 and ver. 14 f.), not in 
ver. 14 by itself (see on the verses) alone, is a confirma- 
tion of ver. 10 to be found ; and accordingly the (argumenta- 
tive, not explicative) ydp, ver. 11, belongs not merely to 
ver. 11. The following “chain of reasoning,’ namely, is 
supposed to shape the course of thought: “it became God, etc. 
For—(1) Christ is brother to the Christians; it is thus not 
unbecoming that He should have been made like them; and 
(2) He must be made like them, because His suffering and 
death were necessary, if they were to be saved.” The untenable 
character of this statement of the connection of thought, as 
made by Riehm, is, however, sufficiently apparent from the fact 

apart from the consideration that the contents of vv. 11-13 
manifestly point back to the expression zroAXods viovs, ver. 10 
—that if the proof for the main thought of ver. 10 was 
designed in reality already to begin with vv. 11-13, it would 
surely not be the proposition: 7 7s not unbecoming that Christ 
should be made like unto the Christians (of which there was 
no express mention so early as ver. 10), which must have 
been proved, but solely and simply the proposition: it is not 
unbecoming that God should have led Christ through suffering 
to perfection, in which the true central thought of ver. 10 is 
contained. But such proof is not given. —6 te yap ayafov 
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. wavtes] Now He who sanctifies and those who are sanctified 
(through Him, 7c. through His atoning sacrificial death,’ comp. 
x. 10, 14, ix. 13 f., xii. 12) all have their origin in One,—is 

a special statement concerning Christ and Christians, To 
take the words as a proposition of universal validity, the 
application of which to Christ and the Christians was left to 
the readers, wherein there is specially an underlying allusion 
to the O. T. high priest and those whose cleansing from sins 
he accomplished (Schlichting, Gerhard, Schottgen, al.), is for- 
bidden by the connection with that which precedes and that 
which follows. —The present participles 0 dyafwv Kat of 
aryiatowevot are used substantively. Comp. Winer, Gramm, 

7 Aufl. p. 331 f. — é& &vos ravtes] sc. eiotvy. Eves is mascu- 
line. Wrongly is it by others taken as a newter, in that they 
either supplement in thought: o7éppatos, or aipatos, or 
yévous (so Carpzov, Abresch, a.), or else explain: ex communi 
massa (Jac. Cappellus, Akersloot), or “of one and the same 
nature” (Calvin, Cameron: ejusdem naturae et conditionis 
spiritualis ; Cornelius a Lapide, Owen, Whitby, Moses Stuart); 
for neither is the supplying of a substantive admissible, nor 
can éx, expressive as it is of the origin, be transformed into 
a declaration of nature and constitution. We have, however, 

to understand by évos, not Adam (Erasmus, Paraphr.; Beza, 
Estius, Justinian, Hunnius, Baumgarten, Zachariae, Bisping, 
Wieseler in the Publications of the University of Kiel, 1867, 
p. 26; Hofmann, Woerner) or Abraham (Drusius, Peirce, 

Bengel), but God. Yet the notion of fatherhood, which is in 

this way assigned to God, is not to be expounded in the 
universal sense, in such wise that God would be called Creator 

and Father in relation to Christians also, only in the same 
manner in which He is the Creator of every creature (so 
Chrysostom and the majority), but is to be referred specially 
to the fact that Christians are His spiritwal children (Piscator, 

1 Delitzsch arbitrarily takes ayidéZev, ver. 11, as synonymous with redcsody, 
ver. 10: ‘*In order to be crowned with 3e%« xai sie Jesus must first be sancti- 
fied, or, as the author says, ver. 10, be made perfect through sufferings, 
inasmuch as the sufferings melted away that about Him which was not capable 
of exaltation, that He, Himself sanctified before, might be able to sanctify us, 
and so to raise us to like dea.” Of a being sanctified, on the part of Christ, 

there is no mention made either here or anywhere else in the epistle, 
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Grotius, Limborch, Paulus, Bleek, Delitzsch, Alford, Moll). 

Comp. John viii. 47; 1 John ii. 10, iv. 6,v.19; 3 John 11. 
—rdytes| Peirce and Bengel would have taken with o¢ 
aytatopuevoe alone. The position of the word, however, renders 
this impossible. Rather does wdvres, after the close connec- 
tion between the dyafov and the dytafouevor has already 
been accentuated by means of the té... «aé, still further lay 
stress upon the fact that they all, the Christians not less than 
Christ, are é& évds. — Ov’ Hv aitiav] Wherefore. Comp. 2 Tim. 
i. 6,12; Tit.i.13. The same formula also not rarely with 
Philo. — ov« érravcxvvetat] He (sc. 6 ayafwv) is not ashamed. 
For Christ is the higher one. Comp. xi. 16.— adrovs] sc. 
Tous aylalopévous. 

Vv. 12, 13. Documentary proofs from Scripture for the ov« 
eravoytveTat adedpods avTovs Kanety, ver. 11. 

Ver. 12. First proof, taken from Ps. xxii. 23 (22). In its 
historic sense the citation has reference to the composer of the 
psalm himself, who in the deepest distress supplicates God for 
deliverance, and promises to praise Him for the deliverance 
zranted. The author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, on the 
other hand, interprets the psalm Messianically, and regards 
Christ as the subject speaking therein. — amayyedko] LXX.: 
Sunyncopmar. 

Ver. 13. Second and third proofs, taken from Isa. viii. 
17, 18. The design of the author in dividing into two 
different citations, by means of cat waduv, the words which 
stand together in the Hebrew and the LXX., is not to present 
the relation of community between Christ and the Christians 
on two different sides, in that, namely, it is indicated in his 

first passage how the incarnate Son of God descended to the 
standpoint of man; in the second, on the other hand, how 

redeemed men are raised by God to the standpoint of Christ 
(Kurtz),—all of which is subtle and far-fetched; but only to 
pile up the Scripture testimonies, inasmuch as the end of 
ver. 17, as well as the beginning of ver. 18, seemed to him to 
contain each in itself an independent means of evidence for 
that which he would make good. The words of the first proof - 
passage: trerroife@s écowas éx’ avr@, are likewise found in the 
LXX. at 2 Sam. xxii. 3 and Isa. xii. 2. But that the author 
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was not thinking of one of these passages (according to Ebrard, 
of the first), but of Isa. viii. 17, is the more natural supposi- 
tion, because with the LXX. and in the original the words, 
which here, too, are first adduced (only in partially inverted 
order, and augmented by éyé): kal memouas écopat er’ avTa, 
immediately precede the directly following passage, taken from 
Isa. viii. 18. In their historic sense the words cited refer to 
the prophet and his sons, and, indeed, with the LXX., the 

idov ... Geos is a further unfolding of the subject in écopas 
The author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, however, regards 

the words as an utterance of Christ, led thereto, as Bleek 

rightly conjectures, by the xal épe?, interpolated by the LXX. 
before ver. 17, which seemed to indicate another subject than 
the prophet, since he spoke throughout the whole section in 
the first person; and other than God, since He is spoken of, by 
virtue of éz’ avr, as the one in whom the speaker trusts. 
The demonstrative force of the words cited is found by our 
author in the fact that the person speaking, ze. Christ, places 
Himself, by means of the testifying of His confidence in God, 
upon the same level with other men;' as also in that the 
author understands by the zadéa, not the children of the 
speaker, but the children of God, the children whom God the 

Father has given to Christ. 
Vv. 14, 15. The author, after the subsidiary remarks, 

vv. 11-153, returns to the main thought of ver. 10, now 
further to develop the same. To lead Christ through suf- 
ferings to perfection, was a provision worthy of God. For 
it was necessary, if Christ was to be the Redeemer of sinful 
humanity. In order, however, to be able to take upon 
Himself sufferings and death, He must become man as other 
men, and place Himself upon one level with those to be 
redeemed. Comp. on ver. 14, Zyro in the Theol. Studd. u. 
Kritt. 1864, H. 3, p. 516 ff.— ody] is the outward sign of 
that return to the main thought. Logically it belongs not to 
the protasis, with which it is grammatically connected, but to 
the main thesis: cal avtos tmapatAncios petécyey KT. An 

1 Theophylact : zai dia rodrou Beixvucw, do1 avbpwaes nai adeAPIs Hus yivover. 
7] = \ 7] “ > , 7] \ > \ , ae 9 > we Z ~ 
WIRED yop SxaC0TO5 THY avbpuruy, OUTH KMb AUTOS wimroibey ST AVTwW, TOUTETTS TH 

TUTle 



128 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS. 

attachment of ver. 14 to ver. 13, therefore, is effected only in 

so far as Ta madia, ver. 13, has given occasion for the 
resuming of this word in the first clause of ver. 14. Ina 
strangely perverted fashion Heinrichs (comp. also Valckenaer): 
“Quod si homo fuit Christus, infans quoque primo fuerit 

omnemque in nativitate sua humanam naturam induerit 

necesse est.” — Kexorvovnkev] here, as often in the case of 

the classics, combined with the genitive ; whereas elsewhere 
in the N. T. the dative is used with xoweveiy (Rom. xv. 27 ; 
1 Tim. v. 22; 1 Pet. iv. 13, a/.). The persons with whom 

the communion or the common participation takes place are 
not the parents (Valckenaer, who supplies yovedor), but the 
children themselves. One aracdvoy with the other, one as well 

as the other, has part in blood and flesh, or possesses the 
same. The perfect, however, indicates the constant and 
definitive character of the order of nature, as this has always 
prevailed already, and still continues to assert its sway. — 
aipatos Kat ocapxos| The same succession of words, also 
Eph. vi. 12. Otherwise more ordinarily: cap& kai aiua. 
Comp: 1 Cor. xv. 50; Gal, i 165 Matt. xvi. 17s Hceluc: 

xiv. 18, xvii. 31. aia cat odpé, the two main con- 
stituents of the sensuously perceptible outward nature of 
man, — tapaTAnclws] is not: “equally” (Bleek, Bloomfield, 
Bisping, Delitzsch, Grimm in the Theol. Literaturbl. to the 

Darmstadt A. K. Z 1857, No. 29, p. 663; Hofmann, 

Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 57, 2 Aufl.; Riehm, Lehrbegr. des 
Hebréerbr. p. 313 f.; Maier), or: “likewise” (de Wette),—a 
signification which is linguistically undemonstrable, — but : 
in a manner very closely resembling. It expresses the resem- 
blance with the accessory notion of the diversity; in such 
wise that the author characterizes the human form of Christ’s 
existence, in all its correspondence with the form of existence 
of other men, as still different from the latter (Cameron, 

Owen, Akersloot, Cramer, Bohme, Zyro, Moll, Woerner). 

And rightly so. For Christ was no ordinary man, but the 
incarnate Son of God. He was distinguished from His human 
brethren by His sinlessness (comp. iv. 15). As therefore 
Paul, Phil. ii. 7 (and similarly Rom. viii. 3), speaks of the 
incarnate Christ not as av@owos yevopuevos, but as €v 
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OmolmpaTte avOporwy yevouevos, even so the author of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews also here places not €& tcov, but 
TapaTAnciws petéeoyey TOY .avToy. Comp. also d0ev 
aperev Kata tavtTa Tois adedpois OpmorwOvas, ver. 17. 

—petéoyev] The aorist. For the incarnation and the 
earthly course of Christ is a fact already belonging to the 
purely past; now Christ is already the glorified Son of God. 
—- tev a’tay] sc. aiwatos Kat capkos. Erroneously, because 
without taking into account the reference imperatively 
required by the former clause, Bengel: eadem, quae fratribus 
accidunt, sanguine et carne laborantibus, ne morte quidem 
excepta. — dia tov Gavatov| by means of death, the enduring 
of which first became possible by the taking upon Him of 
flesh and blood. Bengel: dsa tod @avdrov Paradoxon. Jesus 
mortem passus vicit; diabolus mortem vibrans succubuit. — 
The placing of the characteristic tov 7d xpdtos éyovta 
tov Gavatov before tov d¢aBoroy is chosen, in order to 

cain a marked contrast to the preceding sa tod @avatov. — 
A ruler’s power over death,’ however, is possessed by the devil, 
inasmuch as by the enticement of the devil sin came into the 
world of men, and sin brings about death for man. Comp. 
Wisd. ii. 24: POdovw S€ dvaBorov Bavatos eiahrOev eis Tov 
xoguov; Rom. v. 12. 

Ver. 15. Kai] consecutive: and in consequence thereof. — 
aTvaddakéy] stands absolutely: might set free, deliver. Without 
warrant do Grotius, Wolf, and others supplement rod poBou 
or Tov PoSov Gavatov.— Tovtovs| does not go back to Ta 
mavdia (Bohme, Kuinoel), but serves for the bringing into 
relief of the following dco, and tovTovs 6cou K7X. is a 
periphrasis of the unredeemed humanity; the thought is not 

merely of the Israelites (Akersloot, Rambach, Braun, Woerner), 

and still less merely of the Gentiles (Peirce). — $08 
Gavarov] out of fear of death, causal definition to Sa mavtos 
tov hv évoxor Hoav Sovrcias.— dia mavtos Tov Cyr] 
throughout the whole life. The infinitive is employed, by 

virtue of the addition cavrés, entirely as a substantive (da 

1 Over-refinedly does Ebrard take +d xpéros absolutely, and red éavarau as 
genitivus subjectivus; ‘‘him who holds in his hands the power which death 
exerts over us.” 

MeEYER.—HExs, I 
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Taons THs Cwhs). This practice is more rare than the 
coupling of the infinitive with the mere preposition and 
article. Yet this very infinitive &v is found exactly so used, 

as Bleek remarks, with Aesch. Dial. iii. 4 (@omep eis érepov 
Civ émavovpevos); Ignat. Hp. ad Trall. 9 (0b xwpis to 
adnOwov Civ ovk éxouev), ad Ephes. 3 (Kat yap “Incods 
Xpworos TO advdxpitov tyuav Chv).— evoxor oav Sovdeias| 
belongs together; were held in bondage, had become subject to 
bondage. We have not to construe évoyou joav with doBo 
Oavatov, and dovreias with amadddén (Abresch, Dindort, 

Bohme). For against this the position of the words is 
decisive. On the thought, comp. Rom. viii. 15. 

Ver. 16. The necessity for the assumption of flesh and 
blood on the part of the Redeemer is more fully brought to 
light by means of an establishing of the characteristic TovTous 
dcot K.T.r., ver. 15. This assumption was necessary, since the 
object of this redemption was confessedly not angels, ze. beings 
of a purely spiritual nature, but descendants of Abraham, i.e. 
beings of flesh and blood.— ov Sov] or 6% zrov, as it is 
more correctly written, does not signify: “nowhere” (Luther, 
Zeger, Calvin, Schlichting, Limborch, Bisping, al; Vulg.: 

nusquam), in such wise that ov should be referred to a 
passage in the O. T., and the sense would result: nowhere in 
the O. T. is it spoken of, that, etc. — For such reference must 

at least have been indicated by the context, which is not the 
case. 47 mov stands rather, according to purely classical 
usage (in the N. T., for the rest, it is found only here; with 
the LXX. not at all), to denote, in ironical form of expression, 
the presupposition that the statement to be expressed is a 
truth raised above all doubt, which must be conceded by 

every one. It corresponds to our “assuredly,” “surely” 
(doch wohl), “I should think,” to the Latin “opinor.” Comp. 
Hartung, Partikellehre, I. p. 285 ; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 427.— 
eTiAapBavecOat Tivos] to take a helping interest in any one 
(comp. Ecclus. iv. 11), here to deliver him from the guilt and 
punishment of sin (comp. admaddakén, ver. 15; and es TO 

1 Ebrard still finds in ver. 16 a proof from the O. T. Only he supposes the 
author did not here feel it needful to cite a single passage, but that it sufficed 

to remind of a universally acknowledged fact of the O, T.! 
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ihdoKec Oat Tas dpaptias Tod Naod, ver. 17; wrongly, because 
TovTous Ocot K.T.r., ver. 15, stands not in reciprocal relation 
with éwiAapPBaverar, but with the antithesis ov« dayyédAwv 
ara oréepwatos "ABpaau, ver.16; Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 1, 
p. 59, 2 Aufl.: “in order that the fear of death might not in 
our life terrify and enslave us”). The present, since the 
eTihauPdaverOae is something still continuing. ‘The interpre- 
tation of Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Primasius, 
Erasmus, Luther, Clarius, Vatablus, Zeger, Calvin, Beza, 

Calov, Wolf, and many others: not angels, but the seed of 
Abraham, that is to say: not the nature of angels, but the 

nature of the seed of Abraham did Christ assume, has fallen 
into deserved disrepute; only Castellio, however, first 

perceived its grammatical impossibility. The proposal of 
Schulz to supply 0 @avaros from vv. 14, 15 as the subject 
to émiNapBavetar: “for certainly he (death, or the lord of 
death) does not lay hold of, or carry off, angels, but the posterity 
of Abraham docs he lay hold of; is indeed grammatically 
permissible ; logically, however, it does not commend itself, 
inasmuch as ver. 17 stands in close connection with ver. 16, 

but at ver. 17, as vv. 14, 15, the subject again is naturally 
Christ. — ayyéhwv| without article, like the following o7ép- 
patos “APpadu, generically. The author here excludes the 
angels from the province of the redemption which takes place 
through Christ. He is thus brought into contradiction with 
the teaching of Paul (comp. Col. i. 20)—a position which is 
wrongly denied by Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 59f.; Delitzsch, 
and Moll; by the first-named upon the untenable ground that 
“the design in this connection was not to say whom Jesus 
helps and whom He does not help, but what He is for those 
with whom He concerns Himself, for whom He exerts Him- 

self!” — omépyatos “ABpadu] does not denote mankind in 
general (Bengel, Bohme, Klee, Stein, Wieseler, Chronologie 
des apostol. Zeitalters, p. 491 f, al.), in such wise that the 

expression should be taken in the spiritual sense, or “the 
congregation of God, reaching over from the O. T. into the 
N. T., which goes back to Abraham’s call and obedience of 
faith for its fundamental beginning, Israel and the believers 

1 M‘Caul alone has espoused it afresh. 
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out of all mankind, the whole good olive tree, which has the 

patriarchs as its sacred root, Gal. 11. 29; Rom. iv. 16, xi. 16” 

(Delitzsch, Hofmann, II. 1, p. 60, 2 Aufl.; Kluge, Kurtz), 

which must have been introduced and made manifest by 
the context; but the Jewish people (comp. Tod aod, ver. 17 ; 

Tov daoy, xiii, 12). For Apollos, who (according to sec. 1 

of the Zntroduction) is to be regarded as the author of the 
epistle, the conviction of the universality of Christianity 
must, it is true, have been not less firmly established than for 

Paul himself. He has mentioned, however, in place of the 

genus—ti.e. in place of mankind in general—only a species of 
this genus, namely, Jewish humanity; just because he had 
only to do with born Jews as the readers of his epistle. 
Grotius: Hebraeis scribens satis habet de illis loqui; de 
gentibus alibi loquendi locus. fightly at the same time 
does de Wette remark that Paul, even under a precisely 
identical state of the case, would hardly have expressed him- 
self as is here done. Comp. also Reuss (Wouvelle Revue de 
Théologie, vol. V., Strasb. et Paris 1860, p. 208): “Nous 
doutons, que Paul etit pu traiter un pareil sujet en s'imposant 

un silence absolu sur un principe, qui était, 4 vrai dire, le 
centre de son activité apostolique.” 

Ver. 17. Inference from ver. 16, and consequently a revert- 
ing to the main statement in ver. 14. — 00ev] wherefore, sc. 
on account of the essential constitution of those to be redeemed, 

as indicated in ver.16. The particle 60ev is of very frequent 
occurrence in the Epistle to the Hebrews (comp. ui. 1, vii. 25, 
viii. 3, ix. 18, xi. 19). In Paul’s writings, on the other hand, 

it is nowhere met with. —o@derev] He ought. Expression, 
not of the necessity founded in the decree of God (cf. ée, 
Luke xxiv. 26), but of that founded in the nature of the case 
itself, comp. v. 3, 12.— «ata mavrta] in all respects, Chry- 
sostom: tf éote Kata wavta ; éTéxOn, pyolv, érpadn, nvénOn, 
évrale Tavta amep éxpiy, TéeXoS aTéVaverv. Theodoret : “Opoiws 
yap nuiv Kal tpodis petéAaPe Kal trovov bréuewve Kab HOvpynce 
kal éddxpuce Kat Odvatov KatedéEato, — opowwOfvar] is not: 
“to be made the same or equal” (Bleek, de Wette, Ebrard, 

Bisping, Delitzsch, Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. p. 330; 

Alford, Maier, Moll, Kurtz, al.), but expresses, as always, the 
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notion of resemblance. Christ was in all things similar to 
men, His brethren, inasmuch as He had assumed a truly 

human nature ; He was distinguished from them, however, by 
His absolute sinlessness. Comp. iv. 15.— éAejpor] merciful, 
full of compassion for the sufferings of the adeddoi, may be 
taken by itself (Luther, Grotius, Bohme, Bleek, Stein, de Wette, 

Tholuck, Woerner [after Peshito, Arabic, and Ethiopic versions]), 

but also as mruotos, may be taken with apyepeds (Owen, Bengel, 

Cramer, Storr, Stuart, Ebrard, Delitzsch, Riehm, p. 330 ; Alford, 

Moll, Kurtz, Ewald, Hofmann). In the former case, which, on 

account of the position of the words, seems more natural, ca’ 
denotes “and in consequence thereof,” so that éXejpwv indi- 

cates the quality, the possession of which fits him to become 
a WiaTOs apylepevs. — TLaTs] faithful, so fulfillmg His high- 
priestly office as to satisfy the requirements of those to be 
reconciled. — ta mpos tov Gedv] with regard to the affairs of 
God, or: with regard to the cause of God. Comp. v. 1; Rom. 

xv. 17. — ANdoxecOar] middle voice. — tod Aaod] of the people 
(of Israel, xiii. 12), see on ver. 16.— The idea of the hich- 
priesthood of Christ here first comes out in this epistle. From 
iv. 14 onwards it is unfolded in detail. It is disputed, how- 
ever, at what point our author thought of the high-priestly 
office of Christ as beginning, whether even on earth, with His 

death on the cross (so Cramer, Winzer, de sacerdotis officio, quod 

Christo tribuitur in ep. ad Hebr., Lips. 1825, Comment. I. 
p- vi. sq.; de Wette, Delitzsch, Alford, and others), or only 

after the return to the Father ; in such wise that, according to 

the view of the author, the offering of His own body upon the 
earth, and the entering with His own blood into the heavenly 
sanctuary, is to be regarded only as the inauguration of Christ 
to His high- priestly dignity, this dignity itself, however, 
beginning only with the moment when Christ, in accordance 
with Ps. ex. 1, sat down at the right hand of God the Father, 

Heb. vii. 1 (so Bleek and Kurtz, after the precedent of Faustus 
Socinus, Schlichting [Whitby], Griesbach, Opusc. IL. p: 436 sq. ; 
Schulz, p. 83 f., and others). It is certainly undeniable that 
the author in the course of his epistle very strongly accentuates 
the high-priesthood of Christ (comp. v. 9 f., vi. 19 f., vii. 24-26, 

vill. 4, ix. 24). But the polemic against readers who thought 
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they could not dispense with the ritual of the Jewish sacrifice 
of atonement for the attainment of salvation, naturally led him 
to insist with emphasis on the superiority of Christ as the 

heavenly High Priest over the Jewish high priests as the merely 
earthly ones. Since now, on the other side, it is equally 
undeniable that the author places the voluntary sacrificial 
death of Christ, and the entering with His blood into the 
heavenly Holy of Holies,—as the two inseparable acts of the 
same proceeding—in parallel with the slaying of the sacrificial 
victim, and the entering of the earthly high priest with the 
sacrificial blood into the earthly Holy of Holies, and looks 
upon the sins of men as completely expiated by the sacrificial 
death of Christ itself (comp. ii. 14 f, vii. 27, ix. 11-14, 26, 

29, x. 10, 12, 14, xiii. 12), there can be no room for doubt, 

that according to the mind of our author the investiture of 
Christ with the high-priestly dignity had already begun on 
earth, from the time of His death; and the representation of 

mankind in the presence of God is to be thought of as the 
continued administration of the high-priestly office already 
entered upon. So in substance also Riehm (comp. the detailed 
discussion by this writer, Lehrbeqr. des Hebrderbr. p. 466-481) ; 
although it is certainly not in accordance with the view of 
the writer of the epistle, when Riehm afterwards (like Hof- 
mann, Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 63 f., 2 Aufl.) supposes a distinction 
is to be made between Christ as Migh Priest and Christ as 
High Priest after the manner of Melchisedec, in that he repre- 
sents Christ as having become the former by virtue of that 
which He did during the days of His flesh, as well as on His 
entrance into the heavenly Holy of Holies, and the latter only 
by virtue of His exaltation to God, where He ever liveth to 
make intercession for us. 

Ver. 18. Elucidatory justification of iva éXenpov yéevnrat 
K.7.r., and by means thereof corroborative conclusion to the 
last main assertion: @erev kata TavTa Tols adeAgois OpMoLw- 
Onvar. Christ, namely, became qualified for having com- 
passion and rendering help, inasmuch as He experienced in 
His own person the temptations, the burden of which pressed 
upon the brethren He came to redeem. Comp. iv. 15, 16 — 
év @| equivalent to év tovtw 6te (comp. John xvi. 30: & 
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tovtw@, propter hoc), literally: upon the ground of (the fact) 
that, 2 that, i.e. inasmuch as, or because. Comp. Bernhardy, 

Syntax, p. 211; Fritzsche on Rom. viii. 3, p. 93. The inter- 
pretation “ wherein,” or “in which province” (Luther, Casau- 
bon, Valckenaer, Fritzsche, /.c. p. 94, note; Ebrard, Bisping 

Kurtz, Woerner, and others), with which construction an €v 

TovT@ corresponding to the év © has to be supplied before 
dvvatat, and év @ itself is connected with wéovOev or with 
metpac Gels, or else by the resolving of the participle into the 
tempus finitum is connected in like measure with both verbs, 

is to be rejected; not, indeed, because in that case the aorist 

érafey must have been employed (Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 1, 
p. 392, 2 Aufl), nor because the plural év ois must have been 
placed (Hofmann, Delitzsch, Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebriierbr. 
p. 320, note)—for only slight modifications of the sense would 
result in this way, the substance of the statement itself 
remaining untouched,—but in reality for the reason that the 
thought thus resulting would be unsuitable. For Christ’s 
capacity for conferrmg sympathy and help would then be 
restricted within the too narrow bounds of like conditions of 

suffering and temptations in the case of Himself and His 
earthly brethren. Bleek, too, understands €v @ in the ordi- 
nary signification: “wherein,” but then—after the example 
of Chr. Fr. Schmid—takes the words év 6 wézov@ev as a kind 
of adverbial nearer defining to avtos meipacOets: “ Himself | 
tempted in that which He suffered,” 2c. Himself tempted in 
the midst of His sufferings. So likewise more recently 
Alford: “for, having been Himself tempted in that which 
He suffered.” Against this, however, the violence of the 
linguistic expression is decisive, since metpacOels yap adtos év 
Tols TaOnpacw, or something similar, would have been much 

more simply and naturally written. — The emphasis rests not 
upon 7éovGey (Hofmann), but upon adtos Tecpac Geis, in- 
asmuch as not the mdoyew in and of itself, but the macyeww 
in a definite state, is to be brought into relief: because He 

Himself suffered as one tempted, i.e. because His suffering was 

combined with temptations. adtds me:pacels, however, was 

designedly placed at the end, in order to gain thereby a marked 
correspondence to the following tots wespafopévors, — Svvarat] 
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not a note of the inclination (Grotius: potest auxiliari pro 
potest moverit ad auxiliandum, and similarly many others), but 
of the possibility. — tots mretpafomevous] a characteristic of 

Tos adeAdots, ver. 17. The participle present, since the state 
of temptation of the human brethren is one still continuing. — 
Bon@joar] to come to the help, sc. in that He entirely fills with 
His Spirit the suffermg ones, whose necessities He has become 
acquainted with as a result of His own experience. 
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CHAPTER, 1 EL, 

VER. 1. "Injootv] Recepta: Xpiordy “Incotv. Rightly rejected by 
iesb. Lachm. Bleek, Scholz, de Wette, Tisch. Alford, a/. For 
against it stands the preponderating authority of A B C* D* M 
8, 17, 34, al., many vss. and Greek as well as Latin Fathers, and 
not less the wsws loguendi of the epistle, since Xpiordg "Ijoods is 
found nowhere else therein, ’Ijoods Xprorés only [vi. 20, with D* 
E* It.] x. 10, xiii. 8 [20, with D* 17, al.], 21; quite commonly, 
on the other hand, the simple ‘Ijoot¢ (ii. 9, iv. 14, vi. 20, vil. 22, 
x. 19, xii. 2, 24, xiii. 12, 20) or the simple Xpiorés (iii. 6, 14, 
v. 5, vi. 1, ix. 11,14, 24, 28, xi. 26).— Ver. 2. @y baw r& olny 
aurod| Instead thereof, Tisch. 1 and 2 reads merely év 7% ofzw 
airvov. But for the deletion of caw the authority of B, Sahid. 
Erp. Ambr. does not suffice. éaw is defended not only by A C 
DEKLIMvs, Vulg. al., but also by the consideration that at 
forms a constituent part of the passage Num. xi. 7, to which 
the writer has respect, and the complete formula év 62. 7% oimw 
avrod is, on account of its repetition in ver. 5, already presup- 
posed for ver. 2.— Ver. 3. otros d0&y¢] Elz. Matthaei, Bloom- 
field: d6&4¢ odroc. Against A BC D E 8, 37, 47, al., It. Chrys. 
Transposition for bringing into marked relief the opposition 
ovres taupx Mwio7jy.— Ver. 4. In place of the Recepta ra ravra, 

Lachm. Bleek, de Wette, Tisch. read only zévra. To be pre- 
ferred, not merely on account of the strong attestation by A B 
C* D* E* K Mx, al. mult., Chrys. ms., but also because the 
notion of the universe, which +&@ +aévrx would contain, does not 
suit the connection. — Ver. 6. In place of Zévz<p, Lackm. (this 
editor, however, only in the edit. stereot.; in the larger edition 
he adds ep in brackets) and Tisch. have adopted, after B D* 
E* M s* 17, the mere ?é». The author, however, is fond of the 
fuller éévrep (comp. ver. 14, vi. 3), and here it has preponderat- 
ing testimonies (A C D*** E** K L x*** Lucif. Cal) in its 
favour. — wéypr rérous BeBuiav xardoyucr] Instead of this, 

Tisch. 2 and 7 reads merely zardéoywuzv. But, for the omission 
of the words wéyp: réaoug BeBaiav (already condemned by Mill, 
Prolegg. 1208, and more recently by Delitzsch and Alford), the 
authority of B, Aeth. Lucif. Ambr. does not suffice; and as a 
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gloss from ver. 14 they can hardly be regarded, inasmuch as, 
with regard to the object the author has in view, they are just 
as little without significance here as there. See, moreover, the 
observations of Reiche, p. 19 sq.— Ver. 9. Elz. Matthaei, 
Scholz, Bloomf. have érsipucdy we of Taurépes vay, 20oximacdy 
ws. Defended also by Reiche. But the only accredited read- 
Ing is éveipucuv of rurépes dudv ev doxsmacig. Alread 

preferred by Griesbach. Adopted by Lachm. Bleek, de Wette, 
Tisch. Alford, al. ¢éaeipacav, in place of éemeipacuy ms, IS 
demanded by A B C D* E* 8* 17, It. Copt. Lucif. ; 2y doxsmacia 
in place of dox/wacdy we, by A B C D* E Ms* 73, 1387, It. 

Copt. Lucif. Clem. Al. protrept. c. 9, § 84, Didym. — Ver. 10. 
Elz. Matthaei, Scholz, Bloomf. Reiche: +4 yeve@ exeivy. More 
correctly, after A°B D* M ¥, 6, 17, al., Vulg. Clem. Did. Bengel, 
Bohme, Lachm. Bleek, de Wette, Tisch. Alford (recommended 
also by Griesb.): 7% yeve@ rater. Deviating from the LXX., 
the author chose sadrz, in order to make the bearing of the 
passage upon the readers the more palpable. — Ver. 13. The 
Recepta rig ¢& sway (adopted by Tisch. 8) is, with Griesb. 
Lachm. Bleek, Scholz, Bloomf. Tisch. 1, 2,7, Alford, al., to be 
transposed into ¢& twayv crs, in accordance with BD EK L, 
46, 48, Theodoret, Damasc. a/. By means of the transposition, 
the person of the readers, in opposition to the fathers in the 
wilderness, comes out more emphatically, and more in accord- 
ance with the context.— Ver. 14. Elz. Matthaei, Bloomf.: 
yeyovawev 09 Xprorod| But the important attestation by A B 

CDEH Ms 37, al., Vulg. Clar. Germ. Cyr. Damasc. Lucif. 
Hilar. Hier. Ambr. Vigil. Taps. decides in favour of the order of 
the words rod Xpiorot yeydvamev; accepted by Griesb. Lachm. 
Bleek, Scholz, Tisch. Alford, al. 

Vv. 1-6. Even above Moses is Christ exalted. By so much 
higher than Moses does He stand, as the son exercising 
authority over his own house has precedence over the servant 
of the house. This new dogmatic consideration, to which the 
discourse now advances, was indeed already contained implicite 
as the minus, in the preceding argument as the majus ; it must, 
however, still be separately insisted on, inasmuch as, in addi- 

tion to the angels as the suprahuman agents (Vermittler) in 
connection with the founding of the Old Covenant, Moses, as 
the human agent (Vermittler) in the founding of the same, 
could not remain unmentioned. Appropriately to the subject, 
however, the author treats of this new point of comparison 
only with brevity, blending the same with the exhortation, 
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derived from that which precedes, to cleave firmly unto the 
end to Christ and the Christian hope ; and then, from ver. 7 
forward, further developing this exhortation in detail,—in the 
form of a parallel instituted between the people of God of the 
present time, ae. the Christians, and the people of God of 
Moses’ time,—in their interest, with even a warning impres- 
siveness. 

On vv. 1-6, comp. Carl Wilh. Otto, der Apostel und Hohe- 
priester unsres Bekenntnisses, An Exegetical Study on Heb. 
iii. 1-6, Leipz. 1861, 8vo.' 

Ver. 1. “O@ev] refers back to the total characterization of 
Christ given in chaps. i. il. Wherefore, ie. seeing that it 
stands in such wise with Christ, His nature and disposition. 
As regards its contents, 6@ev is unfolded by the tov amocToXov 
Kal apylepéa THs oporoylas 7uav immediately following, inas- 
much as by these designations the preceding total-characteriza- 
tion of Christ is recapitulated in its two main features (vid. 
infra). For if the author says: “ Therefore regard well Jesus, 
the admdatodos Kai apyvepeds THs oporoylas jydv!” that is 
only a Greek form of expression for the thought: “ Therefore, 
because Jesus is the admdatodos Kal apytepeds THs omoroylas 
nuov, regard Him well!” — adergoi aysor] belongs together. 

1 This writer finds (comp. p. 96), by dint of a long extended chain of arbitrary 

assertions and erroneous presuppositions, the absolutely impossible sense in the 
words: ‘*(Ver. 1) From this (ii. 10-18), beloved brethren, who, delivered from 

death, are presented a sacrifice to God, and have your right of citizenship in 
heaven, perceive that the Ambassador and High Priest, who in His own person 
has borne our confession to the heavenly goal, and as mediator continually 
introduces into heaven, namely Jesus (ver. 2), is one entrusted (an organ of con- 

fidence) of Him who made Him (such), i.e. (comp. p. 65) called Him into exist- 
ence as Jesus, as was also Moses in the house of God, 7.e. in the limitation and 

subordination, as this was presupposed by his position in the house of God. 
(Ver. 3) For (comp. p. 87) greater glory (i.e. higher position of power) has been 
vouchsafed to this man than to Moses, in which measure, as the house (se. of 

God), so has He who has fitted it up, greater honour (sic/). (Ver. 4) For every 

house is fitted up by some one (but to correspond to all its requirements, no one 
is able) ; He, however, who has fitted it up with all things (sc. as Jesus the 

house of God, for time and eternity) is omnipotent, is of divine nature. (Ver. 5) 

And Moses, indeed, was trustworthy in all his house, as a servant, to testify 

what was to be revealed (ver. 6) ; Jesus, however, as the Christ (comp. p. 90), 
trustworthy as Son (sc. of God) over His (sc. God’s) house. Whose (sc. God’s) 
house we are and remain, if at any rate we retain the joyfulness and boasting of 
hope to the end.” 
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With Michaelis, to separate the two words from each other by 
a comma, would be permissible only if by the isolation thereof 
a gradation were abtained. But this is not the case; since 
then only two relations parallel to each other, namely, on the 
one side the relation of the readers to the author (ade ¢go2), 
and on the other side their relation to the non-Christian 
world (déyvor), would be rendered separately prominent. — 
aderdot] designates the readers not as brethren of Christ (so 
with an unwarranted appeal to ii. 11, 12, 17, Peirce, 
Michaelis, Carpzov, Pyle; comp. also Delitzsch, according to 
whom this is at least also to be thought of), nor does it express 
the brotherly relation in the national sense, z.c. the descent 
from the Jewish people common to the author and readers 
(Chr. Fr. Schmid), but has reference to the spiritual, ideal 

brotherly relationship, into which author and recipients of the 
letter have been brought towards each other by the common 
bond of Christianity. — «dAjoews éeroupaviov pétoxor] ye who 
are partakers of a heavenly calling. This second direct 
address—to which Grotius needlessly supplies “ nobiscum ”— 
strengthens the former, and the two forms of address explain 
the ground of the obligation to the xatavoety, by pointing to 
the reader’s state of grace. «Anos stands actively. It 
denotes the call or invitation, which God’ has by Christ given 
to the readers, to participation in the Messianic kingdom. 
This calling, however, is termed é€movpavios, either because 
the blessings, the possession of which it promises, are existent 
in heaven and of heavenly nature (Grotius, a/.), or, what is 
more probable, because they have come to men from heaven 
[so Owen], where God their supreme author has His throne, 
and whence Christ their proclaimer and procurer (Vermettler) 
was sent forth. It is possible, however, that both references 

are to be combined: “a calling which proceeds from heaven 
and leads to heaven.” So Bengel, Tholuck, Stuart, Ebrard, 

Bisping, Delitzsch, Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebracrbr. p. 693 ; 
Alford, Maier, Kurtz, and others. — catavonoate] direct your 

view to Jesus, sc. in order to cleave firmly to Him; regard well 

what He is and what you have in Him! — tov amoctoXov 

1 For God, as everywhere with Paul also, not Christ, as Delitzsch supposes, is 
thought of as the xa2.a». 
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Kal apxvepéa THS Oporoylas nmev] the Hnvoy and High Priest 
of our confession, is comprehended into a unity of idea by 
the article tov only once placed (“ Him who is azéctoXos 
and dpxvepevs in one person”), in connection with which ris 
omoroylas n“wav is then also most naturally referred in equal 
degree to both substantives. tis owodoyias judy, however, 

is not to be resolved into Ov owodoyodpev (Luther, Cameron, 
Calov, Wolf, de Wette, Maier, and others ; similarly Delitzsch: 

“who is the subject-matter of our confession;” and Riehm, 

Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. p. 427 f.: “who appertains to our 
confession”), but stands, like wiotis, Gal. i. 23, and €drris, 

Col. i. 5, objectively: of our Christian confession (of our evan- 
gelical faith). Comp. iv. 14, x. 23; 2 Cor. ix. 13; 1 Tim. 

vi. 12, 13. [So Calvin, Piscator, Owen (with hesitation), 
Stuart.| The opposition is to the pre-Christian or Mosaic 
confession, without, however, the emphasis, as Kurtz supposes, 

falling upon ev, which is forbidden by the position of the 
words: The deputed One (sc. of God) for our confession, i.e. sent 
by God (comp. Gal. iv. 4; Matt. x. 40, a/.) in order to bring 
about our confession or Christian faith. The signification 
“ mediator,” which Tholuck attaches to the word dzocToXos, 

after the example of Braun and others, appealing in favour 
thereof to the authority of Rabbinico-talmudic usage, the 
latter never has. The notion of mediator follows, alike for 

améaTtonov as also for apyrepéa, only from the context. By 
amooToXop, namely, is referred back to the main thought of 
the last and highest divine revelation (the Aadety), contained 
in Christ, of which the writer has treated i. 1-11. 4; by 
apxvepéa, to the main thought of the reconciliation of sinful 
humanity to God by Christ, then further treated in the second 
chapter. Aptly, therefore, does Bengel distinguish amoctoNov 
and apyvepéa as “eum, qui Det causam apud nos agit” and 
“qui nostram causam apud Deum agit.” 

Ver. 2. The discourse takes a turn, by virtue of a further 
alleging of reasons for the catavoncare, to the comparison of 

Jesus with Moses, in that first of all the relation of parity 
between the two is brought prominently forward. The O. T. 
passage which the author here has under consideration is Num. 
xii. 7, where Moses is designated by God as faithful in all His 
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house. — 6vta] characterizes the being faithful as an inherent 

property ; the sense of a strict present is not to be asserted 
for the participle (with Seb. Schmidt and Bleek), according to 
which we should have to think only of an exalted Christ ; 
rather does microv évra attach itself as well to the notion 
"Inooby Tov GTocTONOY THs Oomoroyias 7uev as to the notion 
Inooiv tov apxrepéa THs Oporoyias ua@v; dvTa embraces, 
therefore, equally the time from which Christ, as the incarnate 
Son of God, had appeared upon earth, and the time from which 
He, invested with the high-priestly dignity, has returned to 
the Father, and now continues to fulfil in heaven His high- 
priestly office. — 1 moujcayte adtov| Periphrasis of God : 
Him who created Him. Only this sense of the calling forth 
into existence can the word qovety have when placed absolutely ; 
comp. LXX. Isa. xvii. 7, xliii. 1, li. 13; Hos. viii. 14; Job 
xxxv. 10; Ps. xev. 6, exlix. 2; Ecclus. vii. 30, al. Rightly 

is this accepted by the early Latin translation of the codd. D HE 
(fidelem esse creatori suo), Ambrose (de fide, 3. 11), Vigilius 
Tapsensis (contra Varimadum, p. 729), Primasius, Schulz, 
Bleek, Alford, Kurtz, and Hofmann. Contrary to linguistic 

usage—for an appeal cannot be made to 1 Sam. xii. 6 (where 
Tovey (MWY) has its ordinary signification), and still less to 
Mark iii. 14 (where a nearer defining is given to the verb 
by means of iva «.7.X.), or to Acts ii. 836 (where a double 
accusative is found)—do Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, Vatablus, Clarius [Calvin], Cameron, Piscator, 

Grotius, Owen, Wolf, Bengel, Bohme, Kuinoel, de Wette, 

Stengel, Tholuck, Stuart, Ebrard, Bisping, Delitzsch, Riehm 

(Lehrbegr. des Hebrierbr. p. 286 f.), Reuss, Maier, Kluge, Moll, 
M‘Caul, Woerner, and the majority, interpret 7d sroujoavte 
either by: who appointed Him thereto (sc. Apostle and High 
Priest), or ordained Him thereto; or—what amounts to the 
same thing—explaining the supplementing of a second accusa- 
tive to toioavte as unnecessary, by: who set Him forth upon 
the stage of history. Whether, for the rest, the author referred 
the notion of having created to the incarnation of Christ, as 
the above-mentioned early ecclesiastical writers suppose, or to 
His premundane generation as the First-born (cf. i. 5, 6), which 
Bleek rightly regards as at least possible, cannot be deter- 
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mined.’ — @s kal Maionjs] sc. tustos fv TO ToncayTe adrov. 
— év dAw TH oikw avdtod] does not belong to muctoy dvta 
TO ToioaytTs avtov, in such wise that we have, with Calvin, 

Paulus, Bleek, Ebrard, and Hofmann, to enclose as Kal Mwiajs 

within commas, but is to be comprehended with os cat Mwiaijs 
(de Wette, Kurtz, and the majority). For not only, Num. 
xii. 7, do the words appended: év 6\o 76 olx avTod, stand in 
special relation to Moses,—so that the author might very well 
derive from that place the same addition with the same special 
reference to Moses,—but also the equal reference of év dm 7 
oix@ avtod to Christ, as to Moses, would be unsuitable to the 

connection with that which follows, since the author, ver. 5 

and ver. 6, definitely distinguishes the place occupied by Moses, 
as the position of a servant év 6A» 7 oixw, from the place 
occupied by Christ, as a position of ruler évi tov otkov; and 
in harmony with this distinction, already ver. 3 characterizes 
Moses as merely a member of the of«os itself; Christ, on the 
other hand, as the founder of the otxos.— avtod] refers 
neither to Christ (Bleek) nor to Moses (Oecumenius and others), 
but, as is also determined by the form of the expression with 
the LXX. (év 6A@ 76 olx@ pov), to God. — But the house of 
God is the people of God, or the kingdom of God; and év 
denotes the province, in the administration of which the murrov 
etvat was made manifest. 

Ver. 3.” Continued alleging of reasons for the xatavoneate, 
ver. 1, in bringing into more distinct relief the exaltedness of 
Christ above Moses. Ver. 3 is not, as de Wette supposes, 

1 That which Delitzsch urges against either possibility, namely, that ‘‘ although 
the man Jesus as such, so far as that which is essential in the notion of creation 

is the state of beginning in time, must be regarded as a creature, there could be 
no more unsuitable expression—because one almost unmeaningly colourless, or 
even indecorous—for the matchless and unique act of the formation of the 
humanity of the Son in the womb of Mary, than the term zaiv, for the use of 
which, in this sense, no instances can on that very account be adduced ;” and 

that ‘‘ after the author has, i. 2, employed zai» as expression of the pure idea 

of creation, he could surely not now have employed it of the sublimer genesis of 
the Mediator of the world’s creation,” falls to pieces, because it rests upon mere 
subjectivity. For it is nothing more than a pronouncing upon the mind of the 

writer from the standpoint of the critic’s own ready-formed dogmatics. 
2 Comp. Gabler, Dissert. exey. in illustrem locum Heb. iii. 3-6, Jena 1778. 

(Reprinted in the Opusce. acad. vol. II]. Ulm 1831, 8.) 
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explication or analysis of ver. 2. For a placing upon a parallel 
cannot be explained or analysed by a placing superior. — 
obdtos| sc. Incots. — On mapa after a comparative, see at 
i. 4. — HElwtar] has been counted worthy, sc. by God. The 
verb stands, as ordinarily (comp. 2 Thess. i. 5,11; 1 Tim. 

v. 17; Heb. x. 29), in the veal sense, so that it includes the 

notion of the possession obtained. — The jigure in the proposi- 
tion of comparison, Ka@’ dcov TrElova Tipyny Exe TOD 
olxov «.7.X., is occasioned by the preceding év 6Aw TO olkw 
avtov added in ver. 2. The words contain a truth of universal 

validity, the application of which, for the rest, to Christ and 
Moses, follows of itself. Greater honour than the house (in 
the wider sense [of household], the family and servants included 
therein) has he who has prepared it. Thus, also, Christ stands 

higher in honour and glory than Moses. For founder and 
establisher of the house of God, or the divine kingdom,— 

which in its first formations reaches back to the time of the 
Old Covenant, but by the New Covenant comes to full realiza- 

tion,—is Christ; while Moses is only a part of the otxos 
itself, only a (ministering, cf. ver. 5) member of this house, 
or an otkéTns in the same. Confusing and full of caprice is 
the indication of the connection of thought of vv. 3-6 as given 
by Delitzsch. See, in opposition to him, Riehm, Lehrbegr. des 
Hebrierbr. p. 309.— tod oixouv] is governed by the comparative 
TAelova : more (greater) honour than the house. Mistakenly do 
Homberg, Wolf, Peirce, Michaelis, Heumann, Semler, Morus, 

Ernesti, Heinrichs, Paulus, Stengel, and others make it depend 

upon tinny: greater honour of the house, or in the house. — 

kataoKkevafe| implies more than ofkodomeiv. Not only the 
erection of the house, but also the arrangement thereof, the 

providing of it with the necessary furniture and servants, is 
thereby expressed. 

Ver. 4. The author has spoken, ver. 2, of the house of God, 

and yet, ver. 3, has ascribed the founding and preparing of the 
same to Christ. For the justification of this apparent contra- 
diction does the remark, ver. 4, serve. Although every house 
has its special preparer, yet this notwithstanding, it is God 
who has prepared all things. That special foundership of 
Christ does not exclude the universal higher foundership of 
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God. The proposition ver. 4 is incidental to the main argu- 
ment. It is not, however, to be enclosed in a parenthesis, 

because avtov, ver. 5, refers back to @eos, ver. 4.—In the 
second clause, eos is subject, and o 6€ wavta KatacKeva- 

cas predicate. Wrongly has @eos been ordinarily taken by 
others as predicate, and as subject either 0 5 mavta xata- 
cKevacas or merely o 6é, since wavta KatacKevdcas was 
taken as a defining adjunct. The second member of the 
proposition was then referred to Christ, and the statement 
found therein that Christ is God. So Theodoret, Oecumenius, 

Theophylact, Clarius, Beza, Estius, Jac. Cappellus, Cornelius 

a Lapide, Cameron, Piscator, Owen, Seb. Schmidt, Wittich, 

Braun, Akersloot, Calmet, Bengel, Cramer, Whitby, Stuart, 

Baumgarten, and many others; also still Woerner. But with 
this thought the sequel is not in keeping. For not of Christ’s 
being God, but of His exalted relation to the house of God as 
the vuios, while Moses was only a Oepdrwyv, does the author 

speak, vv. 5, 6. — wdvta] denotes not the universality of all 
created things, thought of as a wnity, but in general: cach and 
all, that exists. 

Ver. 5 as far as avrov, ver. 6. Return to the point of com- 
parison between Christ and Moses, ver. 2 (avo tos), and the 
exaltedness of the former above the latter, ver. 3 (vids, éaé 

...Gepatwy, év). — kat] is the more sharply-defining “and 
indeed ;” whereas wév serves to bring into relief the personal 

name Movojs, and finds in Xpiotos 8é, ver. 6, its emphatic 
opposition. Vv. 5, 6 init. does not, accordingly, contain a 
second proof for the superiority of Christ to Moses (Calvin, 
Bengel, Tholuck, Ebrard, Woerner), but is only a more detailed 
unfolding of the thoughts, ver. 2 and ver. 3. — muctos] sc. 7, 
or else éot/v, in connection with which latter mode of supple- 
menting, the thought would be less of the historic fact as 
such, than of the fact as it still continues present in the O. T. 
narrative. — avtov] refers not to Mwia7s (as Ebrard assumes, 
since he starts with the erroneous presupposition that the 
author speaks of a twofold ofxos, and that the design of vv. 5, 6 
was just that of rendering clearly apparent the difference of the 
house entrusted to Moses on the one hand, and that entrusted 

to Christ on the other), but to @eds, ver. 4. — ws Oepdrrwy] 
Mryer.—HEs. K 
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in his capacity as servant, comp. Num. xii. 7. Upon this, as 
upon the preceding év, rests the emphasis of ver. 5. — eis 
paptupiov] belongs to Oeparav. It is unnaturally referred 
back by Estius, Seb. Schmidt, Stengel, and others to words. 
— els pwaptipiov TOV AaANOnTopEévwr] to give testimony to that 
which should be spoken, or proclaimed to the people. Ta 
Aad Ono omeva are not the revelations afterwards to be given 

in Christ (Erasmus, Calvin, Cameron, Calov, Seb. Schmidt, 

Owen, Limborch, Wolf, Wetstein, Ebrard, Delitzsch, Alford, 

Moll, Ewald, M‘Caul, Woerner, and others), which must have 

been more precisely specified ; and still less does the expression 
indicate: “dicenda a nobis in hac epistola de cerimoniis 
earumque significatione et usu” (Pareus), but the law to be 
proclaimed by Moses, at the mandate of God, to the Jewish 
people is intended. 

Ver. 6. Xpiotos Sé ws vios| Christ, on the other hand, in 
His capacity as Son, sce. wectos éotwv. Upon this supplement 
depends éai tov otxov avtod (comp. Matt. xxv. 21, 23); 
and as vids forms an ascent from the preceding Oepdvop, 
so does é7ré form an ascent from the preceding €vy. Erasmus, 
Paraphr. ; Vatablus, Piscator, Grotius, Delitzsch, Moll, and 

others supply to Xpiotos Oé . . . avtod simply éotiv, whereby, 
however, the relation of just proportion between ver. 5 and 
ver. 6 is destroyed. The opening words of ver. 5, moreover, 
—inasmuch as they attach themselves not only to ver. 3, but 
also again to ver. 2,—manifestly point to the fact that the 
author will indicate not the mere difference between Christ 
and Moses, but their difference within the quality common to 
both. Yet others, as Bleek, de Wette, and Bisping, supply a 
double aucrds éotev, the first after Xpuotds 6é, the second 
after avtod; since, as the Vulgate, Beza, Estius, Grotius, Owen, 

Er. Schmid, Calov, Wolf, Carpzov, Cramer, Baumgarten, Gabler, 

Valckenaer, Bohme, Kuinoel, Klee, Tholuck, and others, they 

refer avtov back to vids: Christ, however, is faithful, as a son 
is faithful over his house. But a satisfactory ground for 
taking oixos avrod, ver. 6, otherwise than the same expression 
ver. 5, is not to be found. The house of God, or the divine 

kingdom, is for Moses and Christ the common sphere of opera- 

tion; only by the position which the two occupy towards this 
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house, are they distinguished the one from the other.-— As 
avrod, ver. 6, so is the relative od, with which the author 
prepares the way for a transition to the paraenesis, not to be 
referred to Christ (Oecumenius, Jac. Cappellus, Piscator, Owen, 

Whitby, Bleek, de Wette, Bisping, Woerner, a/.), but to God 
(Chrysostom, Theodoret, Calvin, Stengel, Stuart, Delitzsch, 

Alford, Maier, Moll, Kurtz, Hofmann, and others); although 

as regards the matter itself even the former reference would 
not be incorrect, since the house of God, ver. 2, is likewise 

characterized as the house of Christ, ver. 3.— The article 

before ofcos was not imperatively required, although the whole 
Christian community forms a single indivisible house of 
God, since the notion of the word was one sufficiently well 
known, and, moreover, adequately defined by that which pre- 
cedes. — The absolute declaration: ob oikds éopmev pets, on 
the import of which 1 Cor. iii. 9, 16, 2 Cor. vi. 16, Eph. 

nO f.,01 Tim, ii, 15,2 Pet. it 5, iv. 17, is-to- be com- 

pared,’ and which is taken in a strangely perverted way by 

Ebrard (p. 137) and Delitzsch as the logical antithesis to eis 
paptipioy Tav NadnOncomévar, ver. 5, the author limits by a 

condition. — The fuller édvep is foreign to the epistles of 
Paul. — 77v tappnciav] not the bold confession (Cornelius a 
Lapide, Grotius, Hammond, Limborch, Whitby, Heinrichs, and 

others), to which BeBaiavy katdcywpev would not be fitting, 
but cheerful confidence as a disposition. Comp. iv. 16, 

19, 35 , spnat hich ris €Azisdos” bel x. 19, 35. tnv twappynotay, to which tis €Areoos” belongs 

in like manner as to 70 xavynua (against Riehm, Lehrbegr. des 
Hebréerbr. p. 739), is the main idea, whereas cat TO Kav- 
xnua adds only an explicative subsidiary factor. That is 
manifest from the feminine BeSaiav (which Stengel wonder- 

1 Philo, too, often employs the same figure, applying it to the human soul. 
Comp. de Somn. p. 587 E (ed. Mangey, I. p. 648): cxrovdacov ody, & Yoyn, bod 
oinos ysviebas, itpor dysov x.7.A. — De resip. Nod, p. 282 E (ed. Mangey, I. p. 402): 
Tis yap oixos wapae yivice divair av akiompertortpos ebpebnvas bem rany Pugs reAsios 

xexabaputvns xa) wovov rd xardy nyovmtyns ayabov; ... xurosmciy OF Alyeras tv olxw 6 

beds aby, ws ty room (mtpiins: yap re rdvra apis undevds wep oucves), GAR ws wporoimy 

xal torimirciny ixsivou Tov xmpiou diaQepovrws Hoiovpcvos’ TuvTi yup ra deomoloves oinias 

NTavTHS KATA TO dyayRaioY aYATTAL PpovTis. 

* Both words are found combined in Josephus likewise, Antig. xvi. 3. 3: xat 
Bewos wv rov rporoy "Avrinarpos, tasidh wappnoias rivds THs ov Tporepoy ovens 
tAwidos ayvremoincuro, piny toxsy Umbc KaxovY TOVs ZIAD, x.T.A, 
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fully refers back, in a constructio ad senswm, to €drridos). 
Instances of the agreement of the adjective in point of gender 
with the remoter substantive, in cases where this forms the 

principal idea, occur also with the classics. Comp. Hom. J/. 
xv. 344: tadpo kal crororecow éeviTrdHiEavtes OpuKTh; 
Hesiod. Zhcogon. 972 f.: ds cio’ emi yhv te, Kal evpéa vOTa 
Oardoons, tacav; Xenophon, Anab. i. 5. 6: 0 8€ ciyros 
dvvatar Erta OBorovs Kal HwoBdrdu0v ‘Artixovs; Thucy- 

dides, vill. 63: mvOopevos ta mepl tiv vavpayiay Kat TOV 
YrpopBrxidnv Kat tas vads aternrvddta. See Bern- 

hardy, Syntax, p. 481. — The éAdés is the Christians’ hope of 
the consummation of the kingdom of God, and the glorifica- 
tion of the Christians bound up therewith. Comp. Rom. v. 2, 
also Heb. vi. 11, 18, vii. 19, x. 23.— xavynpa, however, is 
not here either equivalent to xavynow (Bleek, de Wette, 
Tholuck, Stengel, Bisping, Maier, and others), any more than 
2 Cor. vy. 12, ix. 3, which have been unwarrantably appealed 
to (see Meyer ad loc.), but denotes the subject of the boasting. 
Sense: provided we shall have maintained the Christians’ hope as 
a cheerful confidence and subject of boasting firm unto the end. — 

pexpe TéeNOUS] not: until the death of each individual (Schlichting, 
Grotius, Kuinoel) ; not : “ until the final decision of the readers 
in favour of going over to Christianity” (! Ebrard), but as ver. 
14, vi. 11, 1 Cor. 1. 8, al., unto the end of the present order 

of the world, intervening with the coming again of Christ, and 
thought of as in the near future (comp. x. 25, 37), at which 

time faith shall pass over into sight, hope into possession. 
Ver. 7-iv. 13. The author, in detailed development of the 

paraenesis already contained in vv. 1, 6, warns against 
unbelief and apostasy, making the basis of this warning the 
admonitory utterance of Scripture in Ps. xev. 7-11; and by 
means of a parallelizing of the people of God of the present 
time, 2.¢. the Christians, with the people of God of Moses’ day, 
ic. the Israelite fathers in the wilderness,—a parallelizing 
equally suggested by this passage of Scripture as by the pre- 
ceding comparison of Christ with Moses,—he sets forth before 
the eyes of his readers the fate of the ancient people of God, 
who because of their unbelief were consigned to destruction, 
that the readers may earnestly ponder thereon. 
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Ver. 7. 410] Wherefore, ie. either: because Christ stands 
higher than Moses (so Carpzov, Zachariae, Bohme, Stuart, 
Kurtz, and Woerner ; comp. already Schlichting), or, which is 
better: because we are the ofxos of God, only in the case that 
we hold fast the rappnoia and the cavynywa of the Christian 
hope unto the end (ver. 6). The tempus finitum belonging to 
Avo is Prérere, ver. 12 (Erasmus, Annott.; Calvin, Estius, 

Piscator, Pareus, Grotius, Owen, Seb. Schmidt, Limborch, 

Bengel, Peirce, Carpzov, Wetstein, Abresch, Zachariae, Bohme, 

Bleek, Bisping, Alford, Kurtz, Woerner, a/.), in such wise that 

Kabes ... KataTavoiv wou forms an intervening clause. The 
length of the intervening clause, at which de Wette takes 
wmbrage, decides nothing against the supposition of such con- 

struction, which at all events possesses the advantage of greater 

regularity and naturalness, since the author, owing to the care 
which he everywhere bestows upon his diction, in other cases, 
too, accurately fits in his discourse again to the opening words 
of the proposition, notwithstanding the occurrence of lengthy 
intervening clauses. Comp. vil. 20-22, xii. 18-24. That, 

moreover, which de Wette further objects, that in the inter- 

vening clause the discourse takes a new departure with 6.0, 
ver. 10, forms no valid counter-argument, since the connected- 
ness of the preceding and following words as part of a Biblical 
citation follows naturally. In any case, ver. 10 connects 
itself with that which precedes, without a new beginning, in a 
simply relative fashion, if—as we are perfectly justified in 
doing—we write dv’ 6 instead of 610. When de Wette, 
finally, discovers a difficulty in the fact that the warning, 

vv. 12,13, does not appear in the form of a simple application 
of the passage of Scripture, but, on the contrary, begins with 
an analysis of the same, this also is without weight, inasmuch 

as the correctness of this assumed fact must itself be con- 
tested. In addition to this, if the author had conceived of the 
structure otherwise than has been indicated, he would assuredly 

have placed Brézrere ody, ver. 12, instead of the disconnected 
Prerere. For neither is it permissible to appeal (with 
Tholuck) to the disconnected @rérrere, xii. 25, in proof of the 
opposite, since this passage, on account of the rhetorical 
character of the description which there immediately precedes, 
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is totally different from ours. Others, as Schlichting, Jae. 
Cappellus, Wittich, Heinrichs, Kuinoel, Klee, Stein, Stengel, 

Ebrard, Bloomfield, Delitzsch, Reuss, and Hofmann, connect 

dco immediately with py) ocxKAnpdvynte, in connection with 
which, however, the direct address of God, coming in ver. 9 ff., 

occasions a great harshness; or else, as Tholuck, de Wette, 

and Maier, who appeal to Rom. xv. 3, 21, 1 Cor. i. 31, 11. 9, 
leave the application yu) oKAnpivete Tas Kapdias tuav to be 
supplied in thought from these words; or, finally, supplement 
6v6 in a somewhat free manner: therefore conduct yourselves in 
accordance with that which the Holy Ghost speaks. — To mvedpa 
TO dytov| the Spirit of God in prophecy ; comp. ix. 8, x. 15. 
— onpepov av Ths Pwvis avtod axovonte] is in the Hebrew 
(wwIn iopa-oN D171) an independent clause, and the expression 
of a wish: “ would that you would only to-day listen to His 
(God’s) voice!” It is possible that the LXX. also understood 
the words as a wish, since elsewhere, too (eg. Ps. exxxix. 19), 
they render the particle of wishing, 08, by édv. Differently, 
however, does the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews take 
the words (against Hofmann). He regards éav as the protasis, 
and ya) oxAnpivyte as the apodosis ; comp. ver. 15, iv. 7.— 

In the application ojpepov denotes the time of salvation 
which has come in with the appearing of Christ upon earth, 
and 7 @wvy) avtov the voice of God which through Christ 
sounds forth to the readers by means of the gracious message 
of the gospel. 

Ver. 8. Harden not your hearts, as im the provocation (con- 
tumacy), on the day of temptation in the wilderness. In the 

original, tapamuxpacpos and trespacpos are proper names (“as 
at Meribah, as on the day of Massah in the wilderness” 

[22722 Abd. oD 7I3]), which, however, are understood by 
the author in the appellative sense (comp. ver. 16), in that he 
takes Kata THv npépav ToD TeLpacmod as an epexegetical note 
of time to €v T® wapamixpacue. On the history, comp. Ex. 
xvii. 1-7; Num. xx. 1-13.— 10d respacpod] in the active 
sense: the tempting of God by contumacious behaviour, comp. 
ver. 9, 

Ver. 9. Ov] is taken by Erasmus Schmid, Bengel, and 

Peirce as attraction to mepacuod instead of 6, wherewith. 
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But in this case ob would have been connected immediately 
with wepacuod. It is the local “where;” thus stands, as 
frequently, in the sense of d7rov, and refers back to épyjue. 
— ov éreipacay of rarépes tuav év Soxtmacia] where your 
fathers essayed temptation, on the ground of proving or testing, 

i.e. where your fathers tempted me and put me to the 
test. Soxtwacta as wevpafecv here in the bad sense. The 
former contains an enhancement of the latter. This involves 

doubt with regard to the inclination of God to render help, 
that doubt with regard to His power of doing so. — cat etdov| 
K.T.r.] and yet saw my works forty years long. This was a 
fact that aggravated their guilt. In the original, teooapda- 
xovta étn belongs to the following mpocwyfica. To the 
author of the Epistle to the Hebrews also this original con- 
nection was known, as is evident from ver. 17. If he never- 

theless refers teooapaxoyta étn to that which precedes, and 

moreover consolidates this connection by means of the 6vo 
(dv 6) interpolated only by himself, he must have been guided 
by a distinct design in doing so. Rightly, therefore, is it 
assumed (Calov, Wittich, Akersloot, Surenhus, Schottgen, Chr. 
Fr. Schmid, Abresch, Béhme, Bleek, de Wette, Delitzseh, Riehm, 

Lehrbegr. des Hebrierbr. p. 618; Alford, Reiche, Comm. Crit. 
p. 22; Maier, Moll, Kurtz, and others) that the author dis- 

covered in the forty years during which the Israelites in the 
wilderness saw the works of God, a typical reference to the 
about equal space of time during which the Hebrews had now 
also witnessed the government of God as manifested in Christ, 
and would make this reference clear to the readers, in order 

thereby to render the more impressive his exhortation to 
receptiveness, while there is yet time. The reminder of 
Akersloot, Chr. Fr. Schmid, Abresch, Bleek, and others, is at 

the same time worthy of notice, viz. that also in the Talmud 
and by the Rabbins a duration of forty years is assigned to the 
Messianic kingdom with reference to Ps. xcv. and the forty 
years of the wilderness. Comp. Sanhedr. fol. 99,1: R. Elie- 
zer dixit: dies Messiae sunt quadraginta anni, sicut dicitur: 
quadraginta annos sqg. (Ps. xev. 10); Tanchuma, fol. 79, 4: 

1 Jn an unnatural manner, Hofmann: as <idv, so also even tasipacay finds ita 

object in ra tpya mov, 
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Quamdiu durant anni Messiae? It. Akiba dixit: quadra- 
einta annos, quemadmodum Isratlitae per tot annos in deserto 
fuerunt. 

Ver. 10. 4id rpocdyOica Th yevea tavtn] Wherefore I con- 
ceived an aversion, or was incensed against this generation. — 

On 6éc0, see at ver. 9. The verb tpocoy@ifexp is not found 
at all in the classics, in the N. T. only here and ver. 17; with 
the LXX., on the other hand, very frequently. —In yeved 
lies neither the subordinate notion of meanness (Heinrichs, 
Stengel), nor yet the intimation that the men of a certain period 
belong in point of character and mind to a definite class 
(Bleek). Each of these subordinate notions 77 yeved acquires 
only by the tavty which is added. — dei] note of time to 
TAavovTat, not to eizov (Erasmus). — avtoi dé] So the LXX. 
in the Cod. Alex., whose form of the text the author for the 

most part reproduces; the Cod. Vatican. has more in accord- 
ance with the Hebrew: kat avtoi ovK éyvwcar. 

Ver. 11. ‘As apoca ev 7H dpyh pov] as accordingly I (as. 
to the sense equivalent to: so that I; see Winer, Gramin., 

7 Aufl. p. 431; in the Hebrew WS) sware (comp. Num. xiv. 
21 ff., xxxii. 10 ff. ; Deut. i. 34 ff) in (not: by) my wrath. — et 
eloedevoovTaL eis THY KaTdTavoly jou] not enter, shall they, 
into my rest. et is an exact imitation of the negative Hebrew 
particle O8 in formulas of swearing, and is to be explained 
from an aposiopesis of the latter clause. Comp. Mark vii. 12 ; 
Ewald, Krit. Gramm. p. 661; Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 466 ; 

Buttmann, Gramm. des neutest. Sprachgebr. p. 308.— xata- 
mavots| in the sense of the psalmist, the undisturbed posses- 
sion of the land of Canaan promised by God; comp. Deut. 
xii. 9,10: Od yap trate ews Tod viv els THY KaTAaTaVOLW Kai 
els THY KANPOVopiay, iv KUpLos 0 Beds nuav Sidwow vpiv' Kai 
diaBnoecOe Tov "lopdavnv Kai Katoiknoete ert THS yhs, As 
KUplos 0 OEos nuaY KaTAKANpOVOMEl vuiv Kal KaTaTTavoeL Upas 
and TavTev Tov éxOpav tuav THY KUKAw Kal KaTOLKI}CETE 
peta achanelas. Afterwards, because with the possession of 
the promised land the expected full repose and happiness had 
as yet by no means come in, the meaning of the promise was 
sublimated, just as that of the kindred «Anpovopety thy yhv 

Ps. xxxviil. 9, into the everlasting Messianic blessedness 
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This reference obtains, as is evident from the following dis- 
quisition, with our author also. 

Vv. 12,13. Close of the period begun with 6.0, ver. 7. 
— Prérete] beware, take heed. — pn mote érrat] yy after 
Prézre, Spa, and similar words, with the indicative future 
(comp. Col. ii. 8), expresses at the same time with the warn- 
ing, the fear that the warning will be slighted. Comp. Winer, 

Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 468 f£.; Hartung, Partikellehre, I. p. 140. 
The enclitic wore appended to the my, not: at any time 

(Beza and others), but: haply [ii. 1; Luke xiv. 29; Acts 
vy. 39; Matt. iv. 6, ete.].—é& tue dudv] different from év 
ipiv. Calvin: Nec tantum in universum praecipit apostolus, 
ut sibi omnes caveant, sed vult ita de salute cujusque membri 
esse sollicitos, ne quem omnino ex lis, qui semel vocati fuerint, 

sua negligentia perire sinant. Comp. ver. 13, x. 24, xii, 15. 
—Kapdia rovnpa amictias| an evil heart of unbelief ; comp. 

iv. 2,3. Wrongly Schulz and others: of faithlessness or atret- 
@eva, iv. 6, 11, iii. 18; for the latter is only the consequence 
of the amuotia, ameorias is either genitive of origin, which 
proceeds from unbelief (Owen, Bleek, Stengel, and others), or 

genitive of result, which leads to unbelief, renders inclined 

to the same (de Wette, Bisping, a/.), or genitive of reference 
toa more precise characterization of trovnpa: a heart evil (on 
account) of unbelief, which is then equivalent to capdia 7 ovn- 
plav amtatias éxovoa (so Winer, Gramm. 7 Aufl. p. 183; 
Ebrard, Alford, Meyer, Moll, and Hofmann). The last accep- 

tation is to be preferred, since thereby aviatias is more clearly 
brought out as the main idea (for «kapdia trovnpa is only a 
clothing of the same attaching itself to del wAavdytar TH 
xapoia, ver. 10).—év T@ atroathvat ato Oeod Favtos| more 
precise definition’ to dmructias for the declaration of the out- 

ward form of appearance, in which the inner unbelief comes 
forth: in the falling away from the living God, or in such wise 
that a falling away from the living God takes place. God (not 
Christ: Gerhard, Dorscheus, Calov, 8. Schmid, Schottgen, 

Carpzov, al.) is called living, not in opposition to the dead 

1 Schlichting: Duplex est enim incredulitas; una eorum, qui nunquam Deo 

credunt ; altera eorum, qui credere desinunt, h. e. a Deo desciscunt seu apostatae 
fiunt. 
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works of the law (ix. 14, vi. 1; Bleek), nor in opposition to the 
idols of the heathen, similarly as 2 Kings xix. 16, 1 Thess. 
1.9, 2 Cor. vi. 16, Acts xiv. 15 (Bohme and others),—both 

of which must have been suggested by the context,—but 

because He does not allow His declared will to be slighted 
with impunity. Comp. x. 31. That which is meant is the 
relapse from Christianity into Judaism. Limborch: Defectio 
hic intelligitur a religione Christiana ; quia enim illa continetur 
ultima ac perfecta Dei voluntas, hinc sequitur, quod is, qui a 
religione Christiana deficit, ab ipso Deo deficiat. Ergo qui- 
cunque deserta fide Christiana ad Judaismum redeunt, a Deo 
deficiunt ; licet enim Deum non abnegent, qui legis Mosaicae 
auctor est, tamen, quia Deus nune non secundum legis prae- 

cepta se coli velle testatur, sed juxta evangelium illique cre- 
dentibus fidem in justitiam imputaturum, etiam, qui illud 

deserunt, a Deo deficere dicendi sunt. Deus enim multis ac 

evidentissimis signis ac miraculis se Christum misisse ostendit, 
et voce e caelo demissa testatus est eum esse suum filium, in 

quo sibi complacuit jussitque ut eum audiant. Ergo prae- 
cepta ejus sunt praecepta Dei, etc. 

Ver. 13. “Eavtovs] tantamount to a\A7Xovs, comp. 1 Cor 
vi Apply iwi 2 Coll ii.yd ash Thess. wo teiagiaier 
iv. 8, al. ; Kiihner, II. p. 325.— aypis od] in the inclusive 
sense: as far as that, ae. so long as. Cf. 2 Macc. xiv. 10: 
dype yap Lovdas trepleotw, adtvator eipyyns TuxXeiv Ta TPaY- 
pata. Josephus, Antig. x. 2. 2: nbyeto péxypis THs avtod 
Cwijs etpnvnv wmdpEat; Xenophon, Cyrop. v. 4. 16: Kai o pev 
’Acctpios Sum€as dypis ob aodhadés @eTO Eivat, aTETpaTETO. — 
axpis 08 TO ajpepov KaretTat] so long as the to-day, of which 
mention is made in the passage of the psalm, 7s named, or: so 
long as it is still called “to-day,” and it is thus not yet too 
late to be obedient to the admonition of the psalm. So Luther, 
Estius, Schlichting, Owen, Carpzov, Stuart, Bleek, Alford, 

Maier, Kurtz, al. Others, as Heinrichs, Dindorf, Bohme, 

Kuinoel, Klee, Tholuck, Moll, Hofmann: so long as that to-day 

of the psalm is called out, i.e. is called out, or proclaimed, to 
you. — The “to-day” is not the duration of the lifetime of the 
individuals (Basil, Ep. 42, Opp. iii. p. 180: 7O o7xpepov 
onwaiver OAov TOY xpovoy THs Fwhs nuav; Theodoret, Theo- 
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phylact, Primasius, Erasmus, Estius, Cornelius a Lapide, 
J. Cappellus, Dorscheus, Valckenaer), but (comp. expe TédXous, 
vv. 6, 14) the continued existence of the earthly world, which, 
with the Parousia of Christ—thought of as near at hand 
(x. 25, 37)—attains its end.—amdty ths apaprtias] by the 
deception (the treacherous enticement or alluring) of sin. The 
auwaptia is here personified, comp. Rom. vil. 11. What is 
meant is the allurement exerted by the seductive splendour of 
the ancient cultus to a relapse into the same, and therewith 
to an apostasy from Christianity. 

Ver. 14. Warning justification of wa pr oxrnpvvOn é& 
Upov Tis x.7.r., ver. 13, Inasmuch as the fulfilling of a 

condition is necessary to the attainment of salvation, — 
peétoxor Tov Xpiotod] Participators im (iil. 1, vi. 4, xi. 8) 
Christ, ue. in His treasures of blessing and in His glory. 
Schulz, Delitzsch, Ewald, Hofmann, and others explain: 

Associates of Christ (i. 9), ue. His brethren (ai. 11 ff), or His 
cuykAnpovouoe (Rom. viii. 17), inasmuch as “the dd€a, into 
which Christ, the Anointed One existing in kingly glory, has 
entered as our dpynyos, is, by virtue of the KAjors éroupavios, 

not only His, but also ours, although as to its revelation and 
consummation in hope” (Delitzsch) ; against which, however, 
the fact is decisive that édvmep «.7.d. points to a relation not 
of equality, but of dependence, and petoyous tod Xpiotod eivar 

corresponds to the notion of eicépyeo@au eis THY KaTdTravow, 
vv. 11, 18. Compare, moreover, against Delitzsch, Riehm, 

Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. p. 719, note. — yeyovapev] we have 
become. The author does not write éopév, as ver. 6, in order 
to dismiss at once the thought of claim existing from the 
first, and, en the contrary, to represent the said prerogative as 

one only acquired (by faith, comp. éavirep x.7.0.). — edvrep THY 
apxiny Ths tbrootdcews «.T.r.| if so be that (provided) we 
preserve the beginning of the confidence firm to the end, comp. 
ver. 6, fin. tmdetacces does not here denote fundamentum 
(Erasmus, Paraphr. ; Seyffarth, p. 67: prima religionis funda- 
menta; Schulz: the first [anfinglichen] firm foundation; Stein 
and others), nor substantia, whether this be taken as reality 
[ Wesen], as Luther (the reality begun), or as that of which a 
thing consists [Bestand], which constitutes it (Vatablus: illud, 
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per quod primum subsistimus, 1. e. fidem firmam; Estius: 
fidem, per quam in vita hac spirituali subsistimus; Bisping: 
the beginning of the subsistence [of Christ in us], ae. faith ; 
Ewald, a/.). The expression stands, on the contrary, in the 
well-ascertained signification : confidence, which notion is here 
naturally defined by the connection as confidence of faith (not 
hope, as Whitby and Delitzsch think). Comp. Heb. xi. 1; 
2 Cor! ix. 4, x1175 LXX.’Ps: xxxix: 83 Ghzek xix’ 5— Ren 
i, 12. Compare also Polybius, iv. 50. 10: Of && ‘“Podzos, 
Gewpodvtes THY Tov Bvulartioy troctacw, TpaywatiKas 
SuevonOncav mpos TO Kabixécbar THs Tpobécews; Vi. 55. 2: 
ovy oUTw THY OtVamLY, ws Tiv bTOCTAaTW avTOD Kal TOXmaY 
kataTeTAnypEVvOV THY évaytiwv; Diodorus Siculus, Excerpta 

de Virt. et vit. (Opp. ed. Wesselingius, t. ii, Amstelod. 1745, 
fol.) p. 557: 9 € rats Bacdvos broctacis THs Wuyis Kat 
TO KapTepikoy THS TOV Sevav UTomovAs Tepl povoy éyevnOn 
tov “Apictoyeltova; Josephus, Antig. xviii. 1. 6: To dwerad- 
AakTOV avTaY Tis Umro ToLovTOs UTocTdcEws.— THY apynyY 
THs wroatacews| the beginning of the confidence, i.e. not: the 

jirst confidence, which now begins to diminish (t)v vroctacw, 
iv npgacbe Exew vel iv eiyete ev apyn, Cameron; ty 
uréatacw thy €& apyhs, Grotius, Wolf, Bloomfield; tv 

TpOTHY UTOGTAGW as THY TpwTnY TioTW, 1 Tim. v. 12, and 

as TY ayatnv THY mpwTnv, Rev. ii. 4; Abresch, Tholuck, 
Stuart, Delitzsch, Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebrierbr. p. 754; 
Maier, Kurtz, Hofmann), but the confidence with which we have 

made a beginning, in such wise that tiv adpynv corresponds to 
the following péype rédXovs BeBaiav. Thus, rightly, Bleek, 

de Wette, Alford. 

Vy. 15-19. Confirmation of the warning statement, ver. 14. 

That the blessing-fraught fact (wétoyou Tod Xprotod yeyovapev), 
declared ver. 14, is realized singly and solely in the case that 
the condition stated, of firmness of faith to the end, is fulfilled, 

is shown by the example of the Fathers. Their unbelief, their 
amictia (comp. ver. 19), was the cause why they did not 
attain to the goal. 

Vv. 15, 16. With regard to the construction of ver. 15 the 
views of expositors greatly differ. It is assumed—(1) That 
ver. 15 forms an independent, complete sentence. It is then 
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supposed that the citation introduced by ev 76 XéyerOar 
embraces only the words onpepov . . . adxovonte, and that 

afterwards with yu oKAnptynte x.7.r. the author proceeds, it 

is true, in the following words of that Biblical citation, but 
appropriates them to himself, and employs them only for the 
clothing of the admonition to be uttered on his own part. So 
Flacius Illyricus, Jac. Cappellus, Carpzov, Kuinoel, Winer, 
Gramm. 5 Aufl. p. 620, and Bloomfield; comp. also Hof- 

mann ad loc. As, however, the same words: ua) oxAnpvvyte 
Tas Kapdias tuov ws év TO Tapamikpacue, had already 
been adduced, ver. 8, in the midst of the Biblical citation, 

and as a constituent part thereof, it could not possibly occur 
to the reader here at once to detach them from onepor . 
axovonte, and to understand them as words of the author 

addressed to themselves; and the less so, because ver. 16 ff. 

there follows a comment on the passage, in which ver. 16 
glances back to onpepov .. . rapamixpacpe, ver. 15 (ver. 7 f.); 
ver. 17 to the mpocwy@ica x.7.X., ver. 10; ver. 18, finally, to 
the @poca x.7.X., ver. 11, so that the natural explanation can 
only be, that the author intended to refer back to the whole 
Scripture citation already previously adduced, vv. 7-11, but 
that — inasmuch as he might presuppose it as known from 

that which precedes — he expressly repeats it only to the 
point at which the first member of his comment could attach 
itself. (2) Ver. 15 is connected with that which precedes, in 
that €v TO A€yeoOas «.7.d. is either regarded as epexegesis to 
péxpt tédous, ver. 14 (Primasius, Estius, Cornelius a Lapide, 

Bisping, Reuss), or is attached to the conditional clause 
éavTep .. . Kataoxwpev there occurring (Erasmus Schmid, 
Wolf), or to all the words of ver. 14: pétoyou.. . Katdoyopev 
(Ebrard, Alford), or, finally, is construed with vapaxanelre, 

ver. 13 (Cameron, Peirce, Bengel, Cramer, Baumgarten, 
Abresch). But in the first case one must expect aypis ob 
A€yeTat, or something similar, in place of é€v 7@ AéyerOau. 
In the other cases ver. 15 would drag as a feeble addition ; 
in the last, moreover, ver. 14 would, contrary to all proba- 
bility, become a parenthesis. (3) Ver. 15 is combined with 
that which follows. With goBnOdpev ody, iv. 1, it is con- 

nected by Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Olearius, 
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Wittich, Valckenaer. Vv. 16-19 must then be regarded as 
a parenthesis, and ody, iv. 1, as a particle of resumption. 
But of a resuming of the, as yet, incomplete thought, ver. 15, 
in iv. 1, there is no appearance in the form of discourse in 
the latter passage, notwithstanding the accuracy of style on 
the part of our author. On the contrary, from the tenor of 
iv. 1, it is indubitable that this verse is represented by virtue 
of otv as a consequence from i. 16-19. These verses, 
therefore, can form no parenthesis. But thus every possibility 
of connecting ver. 15 with iv. 1 falls away. — There remains, 
therefore, no course open but to take ver. 15 with the first 
question of ver. 16: tives yap daxovcavtes maperi- 
Kpavav; as one whole. This is done by Semler, Morus, 

Storr, Heinrichs, Dindorf, Bohme, Klee, Bleek, de Wette, 

Tholuck, Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 532; Delitzsch, Maier, 

Moll, Kurtz, Ewald, and Woerner. The sense is: “ When it 

is said: ‘to-day,’ etc., (now, I ask :) who then were they who, 
although they heard (the voice), resisted? was it not all, etc.?” 
On évy TO DNEvyerOas, comp. év TO AEyew, Vili. 13. — yap 
serves for the strengthening of the particle of interrogation, 
but, at the same time, confirms the state of the fact expressed, 

ver. 14. See Klotz, ad Devar. p. 245 f. Comp. also Matt. 
xxvii. 23; John vii. 41; Acts xix. 25; 1 Cor. xi. 22.— 

From what has been already observed, it is evident that 
ver. 16 contains two questions, of which the second forms the 
answer to the first. This view of ver. 16, appearing only 
rarely in antiquity (in the Peshito, with Chrysostom and 
Theodoret), and only asserted afresh since the beginning of 
last century, is now almost universally regarded as the true 
one. According to the mode of interpretation formerly 
current, two affirmative statements were recognised in 

ver. 16, the first of which was limited by the second. tuvés 
was accordingly written instead of réves,’ and the thought 

1 Wrongly is it supposed by Bisping, who (equally as M‘Caul) espouses 
afresh this interpretation formerly current, that it is a matter of indifference 
whether in connection therewith the two clauses be taken as questions or as 
absolute statements. For, in reality, od has in a question, like the Latin nonne, 

always an affirmative sense. See Kihner, II. p. 579; Hartung, Partikellehre, 
II. p. 88. &Aa’ od xravres cannot consequently signify, as Bisping maintains, 
“but certainly not all,” but, on the contrary, only ‘‘ but certainly all.” 
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was found expressed that some, it is true, but by no means 
the totality of the Israelites, proved rebellious. As those 
who formed an exception to the rebelliousness or unbelief of 
the ruvés, expositors accordingly thought either of Joshua and 
Caleb only (so Oecumenius, Theophylact, Primasius, Seb. 
Schmidt, Owen, and others), or else, with reference to Num. 

xiv. 29 ff. i. 45, 47, at the same time of all the Israelites 

who, at the numbering, had not attained an age of twenty 
years, as also the Levites and women (so Cornelius a Lapide, 
Braun, Carpzov, al.). But, considering the small number of 
responsible believers, which, in comparison with the enormous 

total mass of responsible unbelievers (more than six hundred 
thousand), retires altogether into the background, the latter 
could not possibly be designated by the mere tuvés; nor can 
appeal be made for the opposite view to 1 Cor. x. 7-10, since 
the tuvés there several times recurring specializes only the 
€v Tois mAeloow, ver. 5, in its different subdivisions. In 

addition to this, the interrogatory form in the parallel clauses, 
vv. 17, 18, already presupposes the interrogatory form also 
for ver. 16, and, as follows of necessity from the whole 

subsequent disquisition (comp. iv. 1, 2, 6, 8), the thought 
must be expressed in ver. 16 that the whole of the Israelites 
were disobedient in the wilderness, and therefore came short 

of the promised goal, in connection with which the wholly 
isolated exceptions are passed over unnoticed as not being 
taken into account. — adda] decides the preceding question 
with the expression of astonishment conveyed in a counter- 
question: but (can there be a doubt as to the answer?) was 
it not all of those who came forth out of Egypt ?— wavtes 
oi] Erroneously Bengel, Schulz, Kuinoel, and others: only 
such as, ete.— dia Mwicéws] by Moses, te. by his agency 
and under his guidance. Aid is used with considerable 
freedom, since we should properly expect with it, instead of 
efedOovres, a passive notion as é€ayOevres. Comp. 8 oy 
é€muotevoate, 1 Cor. ili. 5. 

Vv. 17, 18. Further development of the truth, ver. 16, by 

means of recapitulation of the other main points of the Scrip- 
ture citation. It was just this perverse totality of the Israelites 
with whom God was wroth on account of their sin forty years 
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long, and against whom, on account of their disobedience, He 

closed by an oath the entrance into His «atdrravous. — Bengel, 
Griesbach, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Delitzsch, Moll, Hofmann, 

and others, place the second note of interrogation, ver. 17, 

immediately after duaptjcacw, and then take ay... épjyo 
as an assertory statement. But on account of the environment 
of purely interrogatory clauses, and because the author indi- 
cates the result at which he aims only in ver. 19, it seems 
more correct, with Luther, Calvin, Beza, Mill, Wetstein, Bleek, 

de Wette, Tholuck, Alford, Maier, and others, to take the 

whole clause: odxi .. . €pnum, together as a single question, in 
such wise that @v «.7.A. forms a prolonged characterization of 
Tos GwapTncacw. — Tots dwaptyncacw].those that had sinned, 
namely, by unbelief and apostasy from God.— ov ta Koda 
k.T.r.] pictorial description of seizure by a violent death, taken 

from Num. xiv. 29, 32.—«@da] limbs (specially hands and 
feet), with the LXX., translation of the Hebrew 028, thus in 
general bodies or corpses. — érrecev] fell down, were stretched 

out dead, comp. 1 Cor. x. 8. 
Ver. 18. Ticw] Dativus incommodi. — yw eicededoec Oar] 

On account of the variation of the subject in the tempus 
finitum and the infinitive, an inaccuracy instead of pi) eicedev- 
cecbar avtrovs, but excusable since the subject of the infini- 
tive was naturally afforded by the context. — ei 7] Observe 
the mastery of style on the part of the author, appearing even 
in the variation of the negations: GAN’ od... ovyL.. . Eb ps), 

vv. 16-18. 
Ver. 19. Closing result from vv. 15-18. — cai Préropev] 

thus we sce then. Grotius (to whom Carpzov and _ others 
assent): “Ex historia cognoscimus.’ But more correctly 
Seb. Schmidt (with whom Owen, Bleek, Alford, and others 

agree): “ PdErowev non de lectione aut cognitione historiae, 
sed de convictione animi e disputatione seu doctrina praemissa.” 
— o amitiav] on accownt of (their) wnbelief. Placed with 
emphasis at the end. 
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CHAPTER LV: 

Ver. 2. Better attested, it is true, than the nominative singular 
cuynexpamevos (cvynexpaymévos), Which the Recepta presents, is 
the accusative plural of this participle, inasmuch as A B C D* M, 
23, al., Theodor. Mops. read cuyxexepaucmuévous (ouvnenepuomévous), 
and D*** E K L, 4, 6, 10, al. plur., Cyr. Alex. (semel) Macar. 
Chrys. Theodoret, Phot. al., cuyxexpamévous, (cuynexpuyévous), 

and also the majority of translations (Syr. poster. Copt. Aeth. 
Arm. Slav. ad.) render in the accusative. Griesbach therefore 
commended the accusative to notice. suyxexpam(m)évoug 1S 
adopted into the text by the edd. Complut. Antw. Plantin. 
Genev., by Matthaei and others; svyxexepaowévovs, by Lachm. 
Tisch. 1, and Alford. The accusative is, notwithstanding, to be 
rejected, as opposed to the context and unmeaning. This read- 
ing being accepted, we have as exposition either: “but the 
word listened to did not profit them, since they were not mixed 
in faith or joined together in one with Joshua and Caleb, who 
heard, 2.e. were obedient to the word listened to” (so Chry- 
sostom, Oecumenius, Hammond, Cramer, Matthaei, a/.). But 
this interpretation is in conflict with ui. 15 ff., according to 
which the whole people of Israel brought out of Egypt by 
Moses is described as rebellious and unbelieving ; between two 
classes thereof, on the other hand, a class of believers and 
another of unbelievers, no distinction whatever is made. More- 
over, in connection with this interpretation, ro7¢ dxovenow suffers 
transmutation into a notion which it cannot have, regarded in 
itself only, much less here, seeing its evident correspondence 
with the preceding dxo7j¢. Not less untenable is the modifica- 
tion of this construction with Alford, who, rejecting all refer- 
ence to Joshua and Caleb, will have ro7% dxotcaow taken, not at 
all in the historic sense, but, like John v. 25, as an indication 
of the category: “6 Aéyog rig dxo%s having been mentioned in 
the general sense of the word heard, of &xodouvres is also in the 
general sense of its hearers, and the assumption is made that 
the word heard has naturally recipients, of whom the normal 
characteristic is faith. And so these men received no benefit 
from the word of hearing, because they were not one in faith 

Mryer.—HEx. L 
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with its hearers ; did not correspond, in their method of receiving 
it, with faithful hearers, whom it does profit;” as, accordingly, 
Alford himself frankly confesses that he does not feel satisfied 
with this explanation, and is only driven to adopt it on the 
ground of critical and grammatical difficulties—difficulties of 
the latter kind, nevertheless, do not exist, and those urged by 
Alford are easily solved. Or else a passive notion is substituted 
for the active ro7s dxotonow. So already Theodore of Mopsuestia, 
who thinks ro7 dxovede?ov’ must be read (in Nov. Test. Com- 
mentariorum quae reperirr potuerunt Coll. O. Fr. Fritzsche, 
Turici 1847, p. 166: wd: yap cig ofécbw dpusiy aire env erayyerion 

A 

Toy mehrdvr@v, worep ods exsivoig? oF yap Rony nara THY TioTI 
colo émayysrdsios ouvnmmevor’ bev obrws aVayVWOrEOy” wt 

OUYHEXEPUOMEVOUS TH Thores TOTS axovEdETOIY, We eimn THis Tpos 

airods yeysvnmevors eruyyerias rod beod dic Mwotwe) ; further, as it 

appears, Theodoret, since—although in our editions r075 dxoboaow 
precedes—he makes use of the words: sf yap dyqosy 7 rod beod 
eruyysrin rode ravrny dscaévoug, uy Tioras Oebapevous nal +H TOU dod 

duvdmer rebappnxdras nal oiov rors beod Aoyos avanpadevras ; and 

recently Bleek, who, led thereto by Noesselt’s remark on Theo- 
doret’s exposition of Heb. iv. 2 (Zheod. Opp. t. iii, Hal. 1771, 
p- 566, note 1), conjectures ro7s dxobomaciw. For such altera- 
tion of the text, however, there exists not the slightest 
diplomatic justification. "We must therefore regard the accusa- 
tive plural as having arisen from a transcriber’s error, to which 
the preceding éxefvoug gave occasion, and look upon the nomina- 
tive singular of the Recepta cvyxexpaumévos, which yields an 
excellent sense (see the exposition), as that which was originally 
written by the author. Rightly, therefore, is the Recepta 
defended by Mill, Bloomfield, Delitzsch, Reiche (p. 24 sqq.), and 
others, and also received again into the text by Tisch. 2 (cvyx:- 
npajuevos), 'T (cuvnenpowévos), and 8 (ovrvxexepaowévos). Nor is it by 
any means so badly attested that one could assert, with Bleek, 
that it could.“ claim not much more authority than as being a 
not improbable conjecture.” For it is supported by the testi- 
mony of the Peshito, which in antiquity surpasses any of our 
MSS., as well as by the Codex Sinaiticus, which has 4 ouvas- 
xepacwéevos. It is found, besides, in the Vule. It. Erp., as well as 
with Cyr. Alex. (sem.) [Theodoret (Hervet.)] Lucif. and in 
five cursives (17, 31, 37, 41, 114).— Ver. 3. cisepydustu yep] A C: 
ciccpywmeda ovv But with an exhortation, the following o 
wisrsvcavres 18 irreconcilable, instead of which siorsbovres OY Ose 
siorews must be placed.— Ver. 7. Elz. Wetstein, Matthaei, 
Scholz, Bloomf.: ¢¢pyras. But in favour of zpoeipnras, which 

1 Also in one cursive ms, (Cod. 71) is found rots axsuebcios. 
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is indirectly supported also by spoz/pqxev in B, 73, 80, the pre- 
ponderating authority of A C D* E* 8, 17, 23, 31, al, Syr. utr. 
Copt. Arm. Vulg. Cyr. Al. Chrys. Theodoret. Lucif. Bed. is 
decisive. Commended already by Grotius, Bengel, Griesbach. 
Rightly adopted into the text by Lachm. Tisch. and Alford. 
Approved also by Reiche. — Ver. 10. dr) rév Zpyuv abrod] D* 
E, Syr. poster. Cyr. Chrys. ms.: dvd wavrwy ray tpywv wirod. 
Expansion from ver. 4.— Ver. 12. Elz. Matthaei, Scholz, 
Bloomfield: Puxyis re zai wvedmaros. But re is wanting in 
A BCH LS (Qn which last originally only pepropod xual aved- 
wuros Was written, which, however, was already supplemented, 
as it would appear by the first hand, by a ~ux7s inserted before 
zai), 3, 73, al., with Origen (three times), Athan, Euseb. Chrys. 
Theodoret, Cyril Al. (eleven times), John Damasc. Theoph. and 
many others. Condemned already by Bengel and Griesbach. 
[Doubted by Owen.] Rightly rejected by Lachm. Tisch. and 
Alford. Addition for the sake of uniformity with the following 
clause: &puay re xal wveAd», In Which sz 1s wanting with no 

witnesses. — Ver. 15. Instead of the revespumévov, commended 
by Griesbach and adopted by Matthaei, Tisch. 1, 2, 7, and 
Bloomfield, as earlier by Mill and Bengel (also preferred by 
Reiche), the reve:pacwévoy of the Recepta, supported by A B 
D Ex, Origen (four times), Chrys., al.,is to be retained, with 
Wetstein, Scholz, Lachm. Alford,and Tisch. 8. For the context 
demands the notion of having been tempted, for which, in the 
Epistle to the Hebrews (cf. i. 18, xi. 17, 37), only the verb 
weipaCecdas is used, while revespamévoy would yield the totally 
unsuitable sense: who had made attempts.— Ver. 16. Elz.: 
gacov. The form of the word, preferred by Tisch. Bloomf. and 
Alford, 2A¢os, is, however, required by A B C* D* K 8, 17, 71, 
al. pl., Antioch. 

Vv. 1-13. Thus, then, the promise of entering into God’s 
rest is still unfulfilled. The promise yet avails for the 
Christians. Let, therefore, the readers be careful, lest they, 

too, by disobedience and unbelief forfeit the proffered 

salvation. 
Ver. 1. Exhortation to the readers, deduced from the 

historic fact, ii, 15-19, and softened by the form of com- 
munity with the readers adopted by the author, which, how- 
ever, is involuntarily abandoned again at the close of the 
verse. — DoBnGapev ody] Let us therefore be apprehensive. — 
Indication not of the mere being afraid, but of the earnest 
endeavour, based upon the fear of coming short of the proposed 
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goal. Calvin: Hic nobis commendatur timor, non qui fidei 
certitudinem excutiat, sed tantam incutiat sollicitudinem, ne 

securi torpeamus. Metuendum ergo, non quia trepidare aut 
diffidere nos oporteat quasi incertos de exitu, sed ne Dei 
gratiae desimus. — catareropévyns . . . avtov] is made by 
Cramer and Ernesti dependent on toarepnxévat, against which, 

however, the anarthrous participle in itself suffices to decide. 
It is parenthetical, and xatadevropévns with emphasis pre- 

posed: while there yet remains promise of entering into His 
rest. But a promise remains so long as it has not yet 
received its fulfilment. For with its fulfilment it ceases to 
be a promise, loses its existence—inasmuch as the character 
of the future essential to it has then become present. 
Erroneously do Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Beza, Strigel, 

Hyperius, Estius, Schlichting, 8. Schmidt, Limborch, Braun, 
Semler, Carpzov, a/., explain: “by neglect or non-observance 
of the promise.” For, although xkatandelmeuy can signify 
that (comp. Acts vi. 2; Baruch iv. 1), yet in that case the 
article r#s could not have been wanting before ézrayyedias ; 

and certainly also an active (kataXelwas THY érayyenNiav) 
would have been chosen in place of the passive participle. 
Finally, against the latter explanation, and in favour of that 
above given, pleads the dzroNelwerat, vv. 6, 9. — adtod] not 
of Christ (Rambach, Chr. F. Schmid), but of God. This is 
required by the connection, alike with that which precedes 
(iii, 11, 18) as with that which follows (vv. 3-5, 10). — 
» Katatavols| the repose and blessedness which belong to 
God Himself, and which shall become the portion of believing 
Christians in the epoch of consummation beginning with the 
coming again of Christ.— do«j totepnxévar] should appear 
[be seen] to have come short, we. to have failed of attaining to 
the catamavots. The infinitive perfect characterizes that 
which, with the dawn of the Parousia, has become an 

historically completed, definite fact. S0x4 torepnxévar, how- 
ever, does not stand pleonastically in place of the bare 
vateph or vatepjon (Michaelis, Carpzov, Abresch, a/.), nor is 
it placed “because, in connection with the question whether 
and where the torepnxévas exists as a concluded, and there- 

fore irreparable, fact, the human perception does not extend 
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beyond a mere videtur” (Kurtz); for it is not here a case of 
a question to be decided by men still living upon earth. It 
serves rather, as the videatur often added in Latin, to give a 
more refined and delicate expression to the discourse. Comp. 
1 Cor. xi. 16. Erroneously, however, Delitzsch, that in dox7 
there is contained not only a softening, but, at the same time, 

also an accentuation of the expression; the sense being: 
“they are to take earnest heed, lest haply i should even seem 
that this or the other has fallen short.” For the augmenting 
“even” is only arbitrarily imported. — Grotius explains 60«7 
by: “ne cui vestrum /zbeat,” for which, however, the construc- 

tion with the dative (Sox jot) would have been required, 
and to which, moreover, the infinitive perfect does not lend 
itself. Schottgen finally, Baumgarten, Schulz, Paulus, Stengel, 
Ebrard, and Hofmann take 60x in the sense of opinetur. 
The author is thus supposed to be warning the readers 
against the delusion that they were too late, 2.¢. that they 
lived at a time when all the promises had long been fulfilled, 
and no further means of salvation was to be expected. But 
the linguistic expression in itself is decisive against this 
interpretation. The author could not then have put 
hoB8nOapev odv, pote, but must have written pr) obdv 
PoPynOapev totepnxévat, or something similar. Moreover, 
the whole historic situation of the readers of the Epistle to 
the Hebrews is out of keeping with this view. It was not 
therein a question of consoling and calming those who still 
despaired of being able at all to attain to salvation, but of 
the warning correction of those who were wanting in the 
assurance of conviction that faith in Christ is the sufficient 
and only way to salvation. Only a warning to the readers, 
not by their own behaviour, like the fathers, to incur the 
loss of salvation, can therefore be contained in ver. 1. 

Ver. 2 corroborates in its first half the catadevropévys, 

ver. 1, while the second half shows the danger of the 

votepnxévae in the example of others. The emphasis in the 
first half lies upon é€opeév ednyyedtopévor. The sense is not: 
for we, too, like them, have promise (to express this the 
addition of mets after kal yap would have been called for), 
but: jfor promise (sc. of entering into the xarazavais, cf. 
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vv. 1, 3) have we indeed, even as they (the fathers), sc. had 
it. — Most arbitrarily is the meaning of this and the following 
verse apprehended by Ebrard. According to Ebrard, ver. 2 ff. 
proclaims as the reason why the Jews did not attain the 
promised xatdravows, not their “subjective unbelief,’ but 

“the objective imperfection of the Old Testament revelation.” 
With the second half of ver. 2, namely, a gradation (!) is 
supposed to begin, and the progress of thought to be as 
follows: “The word which we have received is even infinitely 
better than the word which the Israelites received through 
Moses. For, first, the word spoken by Moses was unable to 

bring the people to faith—it remained external to them; it 
set forth a promise, it is true, and also attached a condition, 

but it communicated no strength to fulfil this condition 
(vv. 2-5, comp. vv. 12, 13); but, secondly, the promise there 
given was not even in its purport the true one; there, earthly 
rest was promised; here, spiritual and everlasting rest 
(vv. 6-10).” That the context affords no warrant for the 
bringing out of such a meaning is self-evident. For neither 
does the author here distinguish such twofold word of promise, 
nor a twofold xatdmavets, nor can AOyos .. . I) TUYKEKPapevos 
signify a word which “could not prove binding.” — Erroneous, 
too, is the view of the connection on the part of Delitzsch, to 

whom Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebriierbr. p. 798 ff.) accedes in 
all essential particulars. According to Riehm, the (as yet 
unproved) presupposition is first provisionally expressed in. 
the parenthesis, ver. 1, in a simply assertory manner, viz. 
that there is still in existence a promise of entering into the 
rest of God, a promise of which the fulfilment is yet out- 
standing, and this presupposition is then repeated, ver. 2, in 
other expressions of a more general bearing, no doubt, but 
essentially in the same way of simple assertion. Upon this, 
however, the author now wishes to furnish proof that such 

presupposition is fully warranted. Accordingly, ver. 3, he 
formulates that presupposition in the most definite manner, 
inasmuch as in the opening words of ver. 3, eloepyopueba .. . 

muotevoavTes, he lays down the theme which is to be 
proved in the sequel. This proof is afforded in the following 
way: the rest of God has existed long; nevertheless, in the 
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oath of God, mentioned in the words of the psalm, a rest of 
God is spoken of as yet future, and of a truth it is one and 
the same rest of God which, according to Gen. ii. 2—in so 
far as God enjoys it alone—has existed from the beginning of 
the world, and, according to the word of the psalm,—in so far 

as the people of God are to participate therein—is one yet 
approaching. Although thus the long present rest of God 
was the aim and end of the creative activity of God, yet it is 
not the final aim which God has proposed to Himself. On 
the contrary, it is clearly apparent, from a comparison of the 
word of God pronounced upon the Israelites in the time of 
Moses, a word confirmed by an oath, with the account of the 
rest of God on the seventh day, that, according to the gracious 
designs of God, the rest, which He has enjoyed alone from the 
foundation of the world, should eventually become a rest of 
God which He enjoys in communion with His people. It is 
therefore indubitably certain, that even after the completion 

of the work of creation and the ensuing of the rest of God, 
there is still something outstanding [unfulfilled], an dzrodec7ro- 
pevov, and this consists in the fact that some, received by God 
into communion with Himself, are made partakers of that 
repose of God. This view is a mistaken one, because—(1) As 

regards the assumed proof, the assertion that in the oath of 
God, spoken of in the words of the psalm, mention is made of a 
yet future rest of God, is entirely untrue. Not of a particular 
form of the rest of God, which is still future, is the discourse, 

but only the fact is represented as future that it is shared on 
the part of men who enter into it. For a rest of God which 
has already existed long is not opposed to a rest of God 
which is still future, nor is the rest of God, mentioned 

Gen. ii., distinguished as of another kind than that mentioned 
in the psalm. On the contrary, the rest of God, or—what is 
identical therewith—the Sabbath-rest. of God, has existed in 

fact and without change from the time of the completion of 
the works of creation, and this same rest of God it is, the 

participation in which was once promised to the Israelites on 
the condition of faith, and now upon the same condition is 
promised to the Christians; it is a question therefore only of 
the Christians taking warning from the example of the 
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fathers, and not, like them, losing the promised blessing 
through unbelief. (2) That the author was desirous of still 
proving the xatanrelrecOar érrayyediav, cannot at all be 
supposed. For this was a fact which, as self-evident from 
that which precedes, stood in no need of a demonstration ; it 
is therefore expressed not only ver. 1, but also ver. 6, in a 

mere subsidiary clause, consequently in the form of logical 
subordination ; and even ver. 9, in which it is introduced in 
an apparently independent form, decides nothing against our 
explanation, because ver. 9, while forming a certain con- 

clusion to that which precedes, yet contains only the logical 
substructure for the exhortation attaching itself afresh at 
ver. 11. That at which the author alone aimed, in connec- 

tion with ver. 2 ff., was therefore the impressive confirmation 

of the paraenesis, ver. 1; and just this paraenetic main 
tendency of our section likewise fails of attaining due 
recognition in connection with the explanation of Delitzsch 
and Riehm. But when Delitzsch thinks he can support his 
view, that the xatarevropévns émrayyedias, ver. 1, is first 

proved in the sequel, by declaring the otherwise to be 
accepted “thought that the promise of entering into God’s 
rest has remained without its fulfilment in the generation of 
the wilderness, and thus is still valid,’ to be “entirely false,” 
and exclaims: “What logic that would be! The generation 
of the wilderness perished indeed, but the younger generation 
entered into Canaan, came to Shiloh (the place in the heart of 
the land, which has its name from the rest, Josh. xviii. 1), 

and had now its own fixed land of habitation, whither 

Jehovah had brought and planted it, and where He fenced it 
in (2 Sam. vii. 10);” such conclusion would be justified only 
if the author had not understood the promise given to the 
fathers in the time of Moses, of entering into God’s xata- 
mavots, at the same time in a higher sense, but had regarded 
it as fulfilled by the occupation of Canaan under Joshua; 
such, however, according to the distinct statement of ver. 8, 

is not the case.— «ai] after xaOdrep, the ordinary «ai after 
particles of comparison. See Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 409. 

—0 Royos tis axons] Periphrasis of the notion érayyenia, 
ver. 1: the word of that which is heard (axon in the passive 



CIIAP. IV. 2 169 

sensei as Rom: x. 16; Gali 25 1 Thess; i. 13; John 

xii. 38), ze. the word of promise which was heard by them, 
or proclaimed to them. This periphrasis is chosen in order 
already at this stage to point out that it was by the fault 
of the fathers themselves that the word of promise became 
for them an unprofitable word, one which did not receive 
its fulfilment. It remained for them a word heard only 
externally, whereas, if it was to profit them, they must 
manifest receptiveness for the same, must believingly and 
confidingly appropriate the same. This culpability on the 
part of the fathers themselves is brought into direct relief 
by the participial clause a cuyKxexpapévos TH TicTE 
Tois akovoacwv, containing the indication of cause to 
ovK @héXnoev, wherein TH mioter forms an emphatic 
opposition to the preceding tis axojs. The sense is: because 
it was not for the hearers mingled with faith ; the dative rots 

axovoac. denoting the subject, in relation to which the pu 
auyk. Th mote took place. See Winer, Gramm. 7 Aufl. 
p. 206. Thus interpret Erasmus, translation, Calvin, Castellio, 

Gerhard, Owen, Calov, Limborch, Bengel, Kypke, Storr, Stuart, 

Reiche, Comm. Crit. p. 30; Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. 
p. 696, note; Maier, and others.’ But that the fault of this 

not being mingled was not in the word but in the men, was 
naturally understood from the connection. ouyKxexpapévos is 

not to be connected with toils axovcacwy, so that TH Tiotes 
would have to be taken as the dativus instrumentalis: “because 
it did not, by means of faith, mingle with them that heard it, 

become fully incorporated with them” (Schlichting, Jac. 
Cappellus, Dorscheus, 8. Schmidt, Wolf, Rambach, Michaelis, 

Carpzov, Chr. Fr. Schmid, Valckenaer, Klee, Paulus, Stein, 

Delitzsch, Moll, Kurtz, Hofmann, Woerner). For manifestly 

the centres of thought for the adversative clause lie in ris 
akons and TH wiotes, while Tots axovcacw only takes up 
again the indication of the persons, already known to us from 
the éxeivous, although now as characterizing these persons in 
attaching itself to ths axons. —Tols axovcacey, however, 

1 Heinsius, Semler, Kuinoel, al., take vois dxovcacy as equivalent to ira ray 

axovedyrwy, Which is open to no grammatical objection (cf. Winer, Gramm., 
7 Aufl. p. 206), and makes no alteration in the sense, 
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not the mere demonstrative pronoun, is put by the author in 
order thus once more to place hearing and believing in 

suggestive contrast. Further, the author did not write py) 

ouyKeKpamevos TH TicTeL TOV AKovcaYTwY, because he 
would thereby have conveyed the impression that the 
Israelites in the wilderness possessed indeed aiotis, but the 
word of promise which was heard did not blend into a unity 
with the same; whereas by means of pa cuvyxexpapévos TH 
miote. Tots axovcacwy he denies altogether the presence of 
mio7es in them. 

Ver. 3. Confirmation, not of xataXevropévns émayyedias 
k.7.d., ver. 1 (Bengel), nor of cal yap éopev ednyyeducpévor, 
ver. 2 (de Wette, Bloomfield, Bispmg), and just as little of 
the two clauses of ver. 2 taken together (Delitzsch, Riehm, 
Lehrbegr. des Hebréerb. p. 799 ; Moll), but of 79 ioe, ver. 2. 
So also Bleek, Alford, and Kurtz. What Riehm (p. 800, note) 
alleges against this interpretation—viz. that the author has 
already, in iii. 15 ff. (specially i. 19), shown clearly enough 
that the Israelites in the wilderness could not enter into the 
promised rest on account of their unbelief, that it was therefore 
impossible that a special proof for this fact should once more 
be required—does not apply ; because this very wvoTevecy was 
the main question, about the quite special accentuation of 
which he is seen from the context to be concerned. For 
surely the whole disquisition, iii, 7—-iv. 13, has its all- 
combining centre precisely in the endeavour to animate. to 
miotus the readers, who were in danger of sinking, like the 
fathers, into dmuct/a. The emphasis rests, therefore, upon of 
mioTevoarTes, and the sense is: for into rest enter just those 
of us who have manifested faith. For ot twiuctevoavtes 
cannot signify: if we have displayed faith (Bohme, de Wette, 
Bisping) ; this must have been expressed by the anarthrous 
cwiotevoavtes. On the contrary, of muctevoavtes adds a special 
characterization of the subject of efcepyoueba, and has the aim 
of limiting the quite generally expressed “ we” to a definite 
class of us. The present eicepyopwePa is employed with 
reference to the certainty of that to be looked for in the 
future, and of miotevcavtes, not of miotevovtes, is placed, 
because the wucreveey must have already preceded as an 
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historic fact, before the efcépyecOar can be accomplished. — 
Kabes elpnxev «.7.r.] Scripture proof for the first half of ver. 3, 
from the already cited words of Ps. xcv. 11. Wrongly is 
Kaas elpnxev connected by Piscator with ver. 1, by Broch- 
mann and Bleek II. with ver. 2. For to suppose parentheses 
before it is unwarranted. In quite a contorted manner Hof- 
mann (p. 187): with «a@as elpnxev begins a protasis, which 
finds its apodosis in waAuw Tia opifer juépav, ver. 7; and 
even the fact that the latter is apodosis to ésrel azonefrerae 
does not, according to him, preclude the possibility of this 
construction, because this second protasis is connected by ody 
with the first, as a deduction from the same ! — elpnxer] se. 
6 Ocds. —év TH dpyh pov] sc. at their unbelief and obstinate 
perverseness, which naturally suggested itself to the readers 
from the passage of the psalm more copiously adduced in the 
third chapter, and the reasoning of the author there attached 
to it.— Kaitos Tov Epywv ard KataBonrhs Kocpou yevrnbérTov | 
although the works were completed from the creation of the world; 

and accordingly the cxatadmavats of God was something long 
present and lying in readiness, in which the Israelites, if they 
had been believing, might well have obtained part. The words, 
therefore, serve to point out the deep significance of the divine 
oath. Wronely are they taken ordinarily as epexegesis to 
THY KaTdTavolv pov, in supplying Kkatdravow afresh after 
xattot. Then either tay épywy x.7.d. is made dependent on 
the xatdravowy supplied, in that «atrou is taken, contrary to 
linguistic usage, in the sense of “et quidem:” “ into the rest, 
namely, from the works which had been completed from the 
creation of the world” (so Schlichting, 8. Schmidt, Wolf, 
Carpzov, Kypke, Baumgarten, Stuart, Heinrichs, Klee, Bloom- 

field), to which construction, moreover, the repetition of the 

article T@v after tav Epyov would have been in any case 
necessary ; or else Tay épywv ... yevnOévTwv is regarded as a 
genitive absolute: “namely (or even, although), into a rest, 
which ensued upon the works of creation being completed ” 

1 The aim in zaira ray tpyov x.7.2, is not, as Bleek thinks, to prove: ‘‘that 
men had not perchance een then, after the creation of the world, entered with 
Him [se. by the institution of the Sabbath] into the rest here intended by God;” 
for this was a truth which hardly stood in need of any proof. 
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(so Vatablus, Calvin, Beza, Limborch, Cramer, Bohme, Bisping), 

which however, in like manner, must grammatically have been 

otherwise expressed. But, in general, the author cannot here 

have been at all occupied with the subjoining of a definition 
with regard to the kind of rest which was meant, since he does 
not anywhere distinguish several kinds of rest, but without 
further remark presupposes that the xatdmavows which ensued 
for God after the completion of the works of creation is identical 
with that once promised to the Israelites and now promised to 
the Christians. — tov épywy] sc. tod Geod. The necessity for 
thus supplementing is apparent from ver. 4 ; comp. also ver. 10. 
Very arbitrarily, and forcing in a thought entirely foreign to 
the context, Ebrard understands tov épywv of the works of 
men, supposing that with xa0as elpnxev “the author proceeds 
to show to what extent even the O. T. itself points out the 
insufficiency of the law and its épya” (!), regards taév Epyav as 
antithesis to the preceding of mucrevoarTes (!), and finds the 
thought, “that all that which can be called épya has been 
wrought from the time of the creation of the world, but has 
not sufficed to bring mankind to the catdavais, to a con- 
dition of satisfied repose,’ whence follows “that an entirely 
new way of salvation—not that of human doing and human 
exertion, but that of faith in God’s saving deed—is necessary 
in order to attain to the xcatamavous” (!).— amo xataBonris 
Koopov] from the foundation of the world, ae. since the world 
began. Comp. ix. 26; Matt. xiii. 35, xxv. 34; Luke xi. 50; 
Rev. xiii. 8, xvii. 8. 

Ver. 4. Scripture proof for the thought implicitly contained 
in xaitou x.7.r., ver. 3, viz. that the actual existence of the 

divine xatazravo.s, from which the Israelites were to be 

excluded, has not been wanting. — The citation is from Gen. 
li. 2, according to the LXX., with some non-essential varia- 
tions. — To eipnxev we have to supply as subject, not 7 
ypadyn (Bohme, Kuinoel, Klee, Stein, Bisping, al.), but 0 Oeds. 
For although, in the citation, God is spoken of in the third 

person, yet in elpnxev, ver. 4, the subject must be the same as 
in kal év TovTw Tanw, sc. e’pnxev, ver. 5 ; in this latter passage, 

however, the subject can only be o @e0s, as is proved by the 
following pov. — rou] see on ii. 6. — wepl ris EBSouns] with 
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regard to the seventh day. Comp. Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. 
p. 549; Buttmann, Gramm. des neutest. Sprachgebr. p. 71. 

Ver. 5. Renewed contrastful presentation of the relations of 
the Jewish forefathers to this existing rest of God: “ And yet 
He says again in this place (namely, the passage already cited 
ver. 3): they shall not enter into my rest.” — év tovTo] 
stands substantively, without requiring a supplementing of 
tom@ (Kuinoel), or ypovm (Abresch), or warped (Carpzov). 
Comp. év érépo, v. 6 

Vy. 6,7. The author, founding his reasoning, on the one hand, 

on the truthfulness of God, and on the other, on the actual 

state of matters declared from adda, ver. 2, to Katamavaly 

pov, ver. 5, now returns to the statements: cataXerTomerns 
emayyedias, ver. 1, and xal yap éopev cdnyyedtopmervoe 
KadaTep kaxetvot, ver. 2, in order, by means of the opening 
words of the psalm cited, to render clear the truth contained 
in these statements concerning the non-fulfilment of the promise 
as yet, and also the necessity for not closing the heart against 
the same.’ — The sense is: since then it still remains, i.e. is to 

be expected with certainty, that some enter thercin (inasmuch, 
namely, as God carries also into effect that which He pro- 
mises), and the earlier recipients of the promise did not enter in 
because of their unbelief, He marks out anew a definite day, ete. 

From this relation of the first half of the protasis to the 
second, as that of a general postulate to a special historic 
fact, is explained also the indefinite tevds in the first clause. 
Wrongly Delitzsch, according to whom tevds signifies : “ others 
than those.” Some, again, find in ésel ody amrodelmetau Twas 
etcedOeiy the meaning: since then the promise, of entering 
into His rest, is still left, ie. awaits its fulfilment. So sub- 

1 Ebrard has here, too, entirely misapprehended the connection. He says: 

‘“ Vy. 6-8, the author passes to a new thought, to a new point of comparison 
between the work of Christ and the work of Moses. The opposition between 
the work of the one and that of the other is twofold. . . . The first imperfec- 
tion in the work of Moses consisted (iv. 2-5) in the fact that his work conferred 
no power for fulfilment,—did not combine by faith with the hearers,—and on 
that account did not avail to lead into rest ; the second consists in the fact that 
the rest itself, into which the Israelites might have been led by Moses, and then 
by Joshua were led in, was only an earthly typical rest, whereas Christ leads 
into an actual rest, which intrinsically corresponds to the Sabbath-rest of God.” 



174 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS, 

stantially Bleek: “since it now remains, that the divine rest 

has not yet been already closed by the complete (?) fulfilment 
of the prophecy relating thereto, in such wise that no more 
entrance exists for them.” Against this, however, pleads the 
fact that the author would then have illogically co-ordinated, 
the one with the other, the two protases ver. 6, since the 
first would surely contain the result of the second. For the 
sequence of thought would then be: the former recipients of the 
promise cane short of attaining salvation, and the consequence 
thereof is that the Kkatatravows stands open for others. It must 
thus have been written: ézei ody azroNetreTas Tivas eioedOety 
els auTnY, TOV TWpoTEpoyv EvayyertTOEvT@Y OVK ELTEA- 
Oovtworv dv ameiOerav. — oi Tpotepov evaryyeduobévTes] sc. 
the Israelites in the wilderness. 

Ver. 7. The apodosis. We have not to construe in such 
wise that the first o7jmepov shall be taken as apposition to 
npepav: “He marks out, therefore, again a definite day (fixes 
anew a term), namely, ‘a to-day, in that—as was before 
observed—He says in David, so long time after, ‘ To-day, etc.’” 
(Calvin, Beza, Grotius, Jac. Cappellus, Carpzov, Schulz, Kiee, 

Bleek, de Wette, Bisping, Maier, M‘Caul, Moll). Nor yet so 

that the first ojmepov is connected with Aéywv: “ He fixes, 
therefore, again a day, in that, after so long a time, He says in 
David ‘to-day ;” even as it says: ‘To-day, if ye, etc’” (Zeger, 
Schlichting, Heinrichs, Stengel). On the contrary, the first 
onepov already begins the citation; is then, however——on 
account of the words parenthetically introduced by the author: 
év Aavid ... mpoetpntar,—resumed in the second onpepov. — 
év Aavid| not: apud Davidem, ie. in the Book of Psalms (Din- 
dorf, Schulz, Bohme, Bleek, Ebrard, Alford, Woerner, da. ; 

with comparison of Rom. xi. 2, ix. 25), but: in the person of 
David, as the instrument of which God made use for speaking. 
The ninety-fifth psalm, although not Davidic, was ascribed to 
David in the superscription of the LXX., whom our author 
follows. — peta tocodTov xpovoy] from the time of Joshua 
(ver. 8).-— xa0as mpoeipntat] Reference to iii. 7 f., 15. 

Ver. 8. Justification of the maw td opiter uepay, ver. 7. 
If Joshua had already introduced into the rest of God, God 
would not still have spoken in the time after Joshua of a 
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term (period) of entrance into the same. — adrovs] se. 
Tovs TpoTepoy evaryryeducOEevTas, ver. 6.—KxaTaravew] here 
(in accordance with the classic usage) transitive, as Ex, 
Xxxili. 14, Deut. iii. 20, v. 33, al.: to lead into the rest. — 

€Xdnret] sc. 0 Oeds,— peta tadta] belongs not to a&dAxns 
nwépas (Hofmann, ai.), but to éAddev, and corresponds to the 
peTa TocovTOY xYpovor, ver. 7. 

Ver. 9. Deduction from vv. 7, 8, and consequently return 
to the first half of ver. 6. “Thus still remaining, still 
awaiting its advent, is a Sabbath rest for the people of God,” 
inasmuch, namely,—what the author in reasoning with the 

Hebrews might presuppose as admitted, as from David's 
time down to the present no one had entered into the 
xataravots of God. As Sabbatic rest the author characterizes 
the rest of God, in adherence to the thought of ver. 4. Asa 
type of the everlasting blessedness do the Rabbins also regard 
the Sabbath. Comp. eg. Jalkut Rubeni, fol. 95. 4: Dixerunt 
Israélitae: Domine totius mundi, ostende nobis exemplar 
mundi futuri. Respondit ipsis Deus 8S. B.: illud exemplar 
est sabbatum. R. D. Kimchi et R. Salomo wm Ps. xcii: 
Psalmus cantici in diem Sabbati, quod hic psalmus_pertineat 
ad seculum futurum, quod totum sabbatum est et quies ad 
vitam aeternam. See Wetstein and Schottgen ad loc. — 
dpa] at the beginning of a sentence is, in prose, foreign to 
the classics. Comp. however, Rom. x. 17; 2 Cor. vii. 12; 
Luke xi. 48; Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 519; Buttmann, 

Gramm. des neutest. Sprachgebr. p. 318.— The expression 
caBBaticuos (from caBBarivew, NY, to observe the Sabbath, 

Ex. xvi. 30, al.) only here and with Plutarch, De Superstit. 
c. 3.—T@ aw® Tod Oeov] to the people which appertains to 
God, is recognised and treated by Him as His people, since it 
has believingly devoted itself to Him. Comp. Gal. vi. 16: 
6 ‘Icpayr tod Oeov. 

Ver. 10. There is not an establishing of the reasoning in 
ver. 9 by a reference to the essence of the Sabbatic rest 

(Delitzsch and Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebrécrbr. p. 804), but 
justification of the expression caSBaticpuos, employed ver. 9, 
For not that which constitutes the nature of the Sabbath is 
here brought out, but the fact that in the case supposed a 
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KataTvavey can be ascribed to man, even as to God. 

Wrongly (because at least eloeXOav yap els thy KataTavow 
avtovd x.T.r. must have been written) does Schulz refer 6 yap 
eicgeXOwv to 6 Aads: “and when it has entered,” etc. And 
just as wrongly, because the context affords no point of 
support for the same, do Owen, Alting, Starck, Valckenaer, 
and more recently Ebrard and Alford, find in o eicedAOav a 
designation of Christ, in connection with which the épya are 
then understood of the redemption completed, or also of the 
sufferings and death undergone. On the contrary, ver. 10 
contains a universal proposition: for whoever has entered into 
His (namely, God’s) rest, has also on his part attained to rest 
Jrom his works (the burdens and toils of the earthly life ;? 
comp. LXX. Gen. iii. 17: émuxatdpatos 1) yi év tots épryous 
cov; Vv. 29: ovTos Svavatratces uds ato ToY Epyov Hav 

Kal ATO TOV AVTOV TOV YELPaV HuaY Kal aTrO THs Ys, 7s 
KaTnpacato Kuptos 0 Beds. Comp. also Rev. xiv. 13): even 

as God from His own (works, the works of creation); for him 
has thus the Sabbath of everlasting blessedness set in. 

Vv. 11-13. Conclusion by way of warning admonition. — 
oTovddcwpev] not: festinemus (Vulg.), but: let our earnest 
effort be directed to this end.— ovv] deduces the inference 
from all that has been hitherto said, from iii. 7 onwards. — 

éxelvnv THY KaTaTavow] that very katadmavots, of which 
the discourse has heretofore been, which was described as a 

Katatravots of God, as one already promised to the fathers, 

and then again to us, as a possession which they, on account 
of their disobedience and unbelief, failed to obtain, but which 

is still open to us as an ideal Sabbatic rest and everlasting 
blessedness, if we manifest faith and confidence. —tva pn év 
TO avT@ Tis UTrodevypats Téon THs areBetas] lest any one 
fall into the same example of unbelief, i.c. lest any one fall into 
the same obstinate perversity as the fathers, and like them 
become a warning example for others. Thus the Vulgate, 
Luther, Beza, Cornelius a Lapide, Grotius, Abresch, Alford, 

1 What is meant is not the works or labour ‘‘of sanctification” (Tholuck, 
Grimm, Theol. Literaturbl. to the Darmst. A. K.-Z. 1857, No. 29, p. 664) ; 

and still less the ritual ordinances of Judaism (Braun, Akersloot, Cramer, 

Semler, and Griesbach). 
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Kurtz, Hofmann, Woerner, and others. m/ématewv év is also 

quite usual in classical authors; see Passow and Pape 
ad vocem. From mimresy ets it is distinguished only by 
a greater degree of significance in that it does not merely 
like this express the falling into something, but also the 
subsequent lying im the same. Others, as Chrysostom, 
Oecumenius, Theophylact, Vatablus, Calvin, Schlichting, 

Jac. Cappellus, Wolf, Bengel, Carpzov, Schulz, Heinrichs, 

Bleek, de Wette, Stengel, Tholuck, Bisping, Grimm (Theol. 

Literaturbl. to the Darmstadt A. K.-Z 1857, No. 29, 
p. 664; the last-named because the expression “to fall into 
an example,” instead of “to afford an example,’ is supposed to 
be a forced one,—the expression, however, is only a concise 
one (see above),—and because mimtew is probably chosen 
with a retrospective glance to iii. 17, the passage to which 

reference is here made, with the difference that the word 

there denoted the physical destruction. But such intention 
in connection with the choice of the word is not at all to be 
assumed), Delitzsch, Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. p. 774), 
Maier, Kluge, Moll, Ewald, take wéon absolutely: “ fall, ie. 

to be brought to ruin, perish.” In that case év is explained 

either by per (Wolf, Stengel, Ewald, a/.), or “ conformably to 
[gemdss]” (Tholuck), or propter (Carpzov), or, what with this 
construction would alone be correct, of the condition, the state 

im which one is (Bleek, de Wette, Bisping, Delitzsch, Riehm, 

Maier, Moll): “in giving the same example.” But this 
whole construction is artificial. Opposed to it is likewise 
the position of wécy. For had this word such emphasis as 
it must have so soon as it is taken in the absolute sense, it 

would not have been inserted in such subordinate, unac- 

centuated fashion between the other words, but have been 

introduced at the very beginning of the proposition: ta pu 
TUS TWETY K.TN. 

Vv. 12,13. Warning demonstration of the necessity for 

compliance with the exhortation uttered ver. 11.1— 06 dAdyos 

 Ebrard’s commentary here too abounds in quixotic caprice, such as disowns 
all linguistic basis. According to Ebrard, the preceding warning of ver. 11 is 
yet further enforced, ver. 12, by the reminder that in our case (!) that excuse (!) 

is removed, which, according to ver. 2 (!), still existed in the case of the con- 

MeryYER.—HEs. M 
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tod Oeov] the word of God. By these words we have not, with 
many Fathers, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Thomas Aquinas, 
Lyra, Cajetan, Clarius, Justinian, Cornelius a Lapide, Jac. 

Cappellus, Gomar, Owen, Heinsius, Alting, Clericus, Cramer, 

Ewald, al., the hypostatic word of God, or Christ, as the 

second person of the Godhead. For although this mode of 
designating Christ in the case of the author of the Epistle to 
the Hebrews, according to i. 1-3, and on account of the points 

of contact he displays with Philo, can present nothing strange 
in itself, yet the expression was too unusual for it to be 
employed and understood without further indication, in this 
special sense, where the connection did not even lead up to 
it. Moreover, the predicates évepyys, topwtepos x.7.r., and 
KptTixos (instead of xpeTys), seem better suited to an impersonal 
than a personal subject. The majority understand 0 Adyos Tod 
Geov of the word of God, as proclaimed and as preserved in 
Scripture. They refer it then either to the gospel (Cameron, 
Grotius, Wittich, Akersloot, Ebrard, al.), or to the threatenings 

of God (Schlichting, Michaelis, Abresch, Bohme, Heinrichs, a/.), 

or, finally, to the threatenings and promises of God taken 
together (Beza, Schulz, Bisping, al.). 0 Neyos Tod Oeod is to 
be understood quite generally: “that which God speaks,” as, 
indeed, the whole proposition, vv. 12, 13, contains a general 

sentence. But that “that which God speaks” was then, in 
its application to the case here specially coming under notice, 
the call to receptivity of heart repeatedly made by God 
through the psalmist, and the exclusion from His catdzravots 
threatened in the event of obstinate disobedience and unbelief, 

was for the reader self-evident from the connection. — The 

word of God is characterized in progressive enhancement. It 
is called Gav, living, on account of its inner vital power (not 
on account of its everlasting, intransitory continuance, 

temporaries of Moses. For us nothing is wanting (!) on the part of the word of 
God ; for (!) the word of God is living, powerful, penetrating into the soul ; if 
we (!) should fall victims to unbelief, the guilt would rest upon ourselves alone (!). 

According to Ebrard, the genitive si é:00 forms an opposition to the first person 
plural crovtdéowpev (!), and ver. 12 a supplementary material opposition to 
ver. 2(!). That ‘*this profound and delicate connection has hitherto been over- 
looked by all expositors ” is natural enough. Even after Ebrard has discovered 
it, it will still remain unnoticed. 
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Schlichting, Abresch; nor as “cibus ac nutrimentum, quod 

hominum animis vitam conservat,” Carpzov; nor, in opposi- 
tion to the rigid lifeless law, Ebrard); évepyis, effective, on 
account of its asserting itself, manifesting itself vigorously in 
the outer world. The latter is the consequence of the former, 
and doth in this connection refer to the power of punishing its 

contemners, which is inherent in the word of God.— The 

penetrating sharpness of this power of punishment is described 
in ascending gradation in the sequel. — cai Towwtepos v7rép 
Tacav paxatpay Sictonoyv] and more trenchant than every 
(any) two-edged sword. wtmép after a comparative (Luke 
xvi. 8; Judg. xi. 25, LXX. Cod. Vaticanus), like zapd, i. 4. 

payxatpa dSiotopuos, a sword with twofold mouth, ze. with 

an edge on both sides (audotépwbev feta). The same 
expression in the LXX. Judg. ii. 16; Prov. v. 4. Comp. 
poudaia Sictouos, Rev. i. 16, ii 12; LXX. Ps. exlix. 6; 
Ecclus. xxi. 3. Similarly, Eurip. Helen. 989 : éuov mpos Arap 
a@oar Sictouov Eipos tobe; Orest. 1309: Sirtvya, Sictopa 
pacyava.— The proof for the statement: topeétepos t7rép 
Tacay paxaipav dioTouoy, is contained in the words: xat 
Suixvovmevos aYpt mepicpod rrvyis Kal TvevpuaTos, apuav Te Kal 
pverav| and piercing to the separating of soul and spirit, joints 
as well as marrow. jLeptopos denotes the action of separat- 
ing, and the separating subject is the word of God. Wrongly 
does Schlichting (comp. also Bohme) take it locally, or as 
reflexive: to the secret spot where soul and spirit separate. 
Such construction is to be rejected, as otherwise the clause 
following would have also to be explained in like manner: 
where joints and marrow separate. Joints and marrow, how- 
ever, not being, in the human organization, things coming into 
direct contact, the thought would be inappropriate, whether we 
understand dpydv te cal pveddyv in the literal or non-literal 
sense. Schlichting, to be sure, will make dpydv te Kai pwvedav 
no longer dependent upon pepicpuod, but take it as co-ordinate 
with pepecpod (“... ut gladius iste penetrare dicatur ad loca 
in homine abditissima, etiam illuc, ubi anima cum spiritu con- 
nectitur et ab eo dividitur, itemque ubi sunt membrorum com- 
pages et medullae”). But for this distinction the repetition 
of ape before dpuadv would have been necessary. An entire 
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failure, finally, is also the method proposed by Hofmann 
(Schriftbew. I. 2 Aufl. p. 297, and likewise still in his Comm. 
p. 192), in order to preserve the local acceptation, in making 
Wuyis Kat mvevpatos dependent on appar Te Kai wvedav: “to 
the point at which it dissects and dissolves both joints and 
marrow of the inner life, the secret ligaments of its connection 
and the innermost marrow of its existence.” For then the 
readers would be required to understand an arrangement of 
the words which has not, as Hofmann thinks, perhaps “ its 
parallel” in Heb. vi. 1, 2, but which is, on the contrary, 

altogether impossible, on account of the addition of wepropod 
already to Wuyijs Kal mvevparos, and therefore nowhere finds 
its analogon in the N. T., not to say in the Epistle to the 
Hebrews. All four words: Wuyis, tvevpatos, dpyor, and 

puedo, depend upon pepiopod, and not a dividing of the soul 
Jrom the spirit, of jomnings or joints from the marrow, is 
intended, nor yet a dividing of the soul and spirit from joints 
and marrow (Bohme), but a dividing of the soul, the spirit, 
etc., cach in itself is meant. The two last substantives, how- 
ever, are not co-ordinate to the two first (Calvin, Beza, 

Cameron, Storr, Delitzsch, al.), but subordinate. For yoy 

and mvevma, which are distinguished from each other as 
characterizing respectively the lower sensuous life and the 
higher life of the spirit, here set forth without any more special 
limitation the inner side of human life generally, in opposition 
to the céua or body, which latter alone an earthly sword is 

able to pierce, and dpwot te Kal uverdoi is not to be under- 
stood of the joints and marrow of the body,' but of the liga- 
ments and marrow of the wuy7 and mvedpma, is thus a 
figurative expression to denote the innermost, most hidden 

1 So Delitzsch still explains, who represents the author as giving expression to 
the grossly sensuous conception, regardless whether such conception is in 
harmony with the author’s refined mode of thought,—that the word of God 
points out ‘‘to man the antitheistic forces of his bodily nature, which has 
become wholly, and to all the joints and marrow (cerebral marrow, spinal 
marrow, etc.), a seat of sin and death!” The expression is supposed to adapt 
itself, without itself becoming figurative, to the figure of the payape, It is 
presupposed that the word of God has already accomplished its work of dissec- 
tion (!) to the skeleton, with its bones and sinews (!), or at least presupposed 

that all, so far as this, is manifestly to be performed with ease. A stop, how- 
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depth of the rational life of man. In such transferred signi- 
fication puvedos is used also with the classics. Comp. 
Themist. Orat. 32, p. 357: (odvvn) etodeduxvia ets adtov trov 
Tov puerov THs wuyhs; Eurip. Hippol. 255 f.: xphv yap 
petplas els aAAHNAOUS didias OvynTods avakipvacbar Kai pn 
TMpos dKpov puedov uyxis. apuos, however, a fastening together, 
uniting, joint, could likewise be employed metaphorically, 
inasmuch as it receives its signification as joint of the human 
body only from the addition of tod capatos or from the con- 
nection, but elsewhere occurs in the most varied combinations 

and relations. Comp. eg. adpuos Ovpas, Dionys. Hal. v. 7 ; 
appol Oey, Ecclus. xxvii. 2, al. — It is, moreover, worthy of 

notice that Philo also ascribes to his divine Logos a like 
cutting and severing power. He calls the same topeds Tav 
cuntravtwv, which God has whetted to the most piercing 

sharpness, which on that account not only separates all 
sensuous things and penetrates to the atoms, but even divides 
the supra-sensuous, separating the soul into the rational and 
irrational, the reason into the true and false, the perception 
into the clear and the obscure. Comp. especially, Quis rerum 
divinarum haeres. p. 499 (with Mangey, I. p. 491): Hiv 
émrinéyer’ Avetrev avTa péoa [Gen. xv. 10] 70 tis od rpoabeis, 
iva Tov adioaxtoy évvons Oeov Téwvoyvta Tas Te TOY TWUAaTOV 
Kal Tpaypatov és dmacas HpyocOar Kal qvacbat SoKxovcas 
pvoes TO TOME, TOV GULTAaYTMY avTOU AOYw Gs, Els THY 
o€uTaTny axovnbels axpny, Svatp@v ovdéroTe Ayer TA aicOnTa 
TavTa’ éTreday O€ pexpl TOV aTOMwY Kal eyouévwv apepav 
SueECNOn, TAAL ad ToUT@Y Ta Noy OewpynTa els apvOr7TOVS 
kal aTrepiypagovs potpas apyetat Svatpeivy odTOS 0 Tomes... 
"Exactov ovv tov tpidv Sieidke pécov, THY pev uy els 

ever, is not made here, but it further separates the joints of the bones, with the 

sinews or tendons serving to their movement, and cuts through the bones them- 
selves, so that the marrow they contain is laid bare. Thus, then, the word 

renders the whole man transparent to God and to himself, and unveils in 
sharpest and most rigid analysis his most psychico-spiritual and innermost 
physical (!) condition ; whereby it is then seen that, in so far as the man has 
not yet given scope to the work of grace, and in so far as the latter has not yet 
been able to accomplish itself, the marrow of the body is as corrupt as the spirit, 
which is as it were the marrow of the soul, and the joints of the body as corrupt 
as the soul, which is as it were the joint of the spirit (!). 



182 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS. 

AoysKov Kat ddoyov, Tov Sé Aoyov eis adnOEs TE Kal ~eddos, 
Ty O€ aic@now eis Katadyn davtaciay Kal aKxatd- 
Anwrov. — Ibid. p. 500 (1. p. 492): Obrws o Beds axovncd- 
pevos TOV Toméea TOV GULTaVT@Y avTOD NOyov SiatpEt THY TE 
Gpoppov Kai dmowv Tov drwy ovolav, Kai Ta €E adTifs 
amoxpilévta Téccapa Tod KoOomov aToLyeia, etc. — Comp. also 
de Cherubim. p. 112 f. (with Mangey, I. p. 144), where Philo 
finds in the drXoyivyn poudaia, Gen. ii. 24, a symbol of the 
Logos, and then observes with regard to Abraham: Ovy opds, 

dre kal “ABpudap 6 codes, jvika ipEato Kata Oeov petpeiv 
TavTa Kal pndey amroneiTELY TO ‘yEvVNTO, Aap Paver THS 
proyivys poupatas (te. of the divine Leases) iene, mop 
Kal axa pay [Gen. xxi. ol Suede Kab KaTapnretat TO 

Ovntov ad’ Eavtod yALxyopevos, va yuma TH Svavola pweTdpotos 

mpos Tov Ocov avarrth.— Kal KpitiKos evOuprjcewy Kal évyordv 
kapdias| and qualified to take cognizance of, or to judge 
(wrongly Heinrichs, Kuinoel, a/.: to condemn), the dispositions 
and thoughts of the heart. — évOuvpyjcewv] Matt. ix. 4, xii. 25 ; 
Acts xvii. 29. — évvordy] 1 Pet. iv. 1. 

Ver. 13. Transition from the word of God to God Himself. 
That the twofold avrtod and the 6v, ver. 13, cannot be 
referred to Christ,’ follows from the correct interpretation of 
0 Aovos ToD Geod, ver. 12. That, however, in general not the 
total notion 6 Aoyes Tod Oeod (so Ebrard still) can form the 
subject of the pronouns, ver. 13, but only the 6 @eos to be 

deduced therefrom, is evident from the expression tots 6¢@an- 
Lots avtov, which is appropriate only to the latter, not to the 
former. The transition from the word of God to God Himself 
was, moreover, a very natural one, inasmuch as in the word of 

God, God Himself is present and operative. — xticvs] as Rom. 
vill. 39, and frequently, in the most universal sense: ai 

creature, and indeed here not merely as regards its external 
existence, but also as regards its inner essence. Quite mis- 

takenly Grotius, who is followed by Carpzov: Videtur mihi 
hoe loco xrious significare opus hominis, quia id est velut crea- 
tura hominis. — dé] on the contrary. See on il. 6.— teTpa- 

1As is done even by Dorscheus, Calov, Wittich, Braun, Brochmann, and 

Schéttgen, although they do not explain hypostatically the word of God in 

ver, 12, 
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ymuopeva] laid bare. Hesychius: wepavepopeva. tpayy- 
rAL€ecv means: to bend back the neck of the victim, in the act of 
slaying, in order to lay bare the chest, then generally: to lay 
bare, disclose, expose to view. See the Lexicons of Passow and 
Pape on the word. Comp. Hom. J/. i. 459: ad pvoar, sc. 
Tov TpaxNAOV TOU tepov; Orpheus, Argon. 311: tadpov chafor, 
avaxdivas Keparjyy eis aifépa diav; P. Fr. Ach. Nitsch, 
Beschreibung des héuslichen, gottesdienstlichen u. 8. w. Zustandes 
der Griechen, 2 Aufl. Th. I. p. 667. Others, as Elsner, Wolf, 
Baumgarten, Kuinoel, Bleek, de Wette, Bisping, and Maier, 
would, after the precedent of Perizonius, ad Aecliani Var. Hist. 
xii. 58, derive the signification “lay bare” to tpaynriGew, 
from the practice in antiquity of laying hold of transgressors 
by the neck when they were being led away to execution, 
and bending back the head, that they might be exposed to the 
gaze of all. Appeal is made not amiss to Suetonius in favour 
of this custom, Vitel. 17: donec (Vitellius) religatis post 
terga manibus, injecto cervicibus laqueo, veste discissa, semi- 
nudus in forum tractus est ... reducto coma capite, ceu 
noxii solent, atque etiam mento mucrone gladii subrecto, ad 
visendam praeberet faciem neve submitteret. In like manner 
to Pliny, Panegyr. 34. 3: Nihil tamen gratius, nihil seculo 
dignius, quam quod contigit desuper intueri delatorum supina 
ora retortasque cervices. Yet a Roman custom cannot in 

itself afford a standard for determining the signification of a 
Greek word. Yet others, as Cameron, Brochmann, and Klee, 

suppose the general signification: “to lay bare,” for tpaynné- 
fecv, to arise from the circumstance that the verb is used also 

of the wrestler, who grasps his opponent by the throat, and 
hurls him down backwards, whereby the face of the latter ** 
exposed to the full view of the spectators (Cameron: Videtur 
esse metaphora petita a re palaestrica. Nam luctatores tum 
demum adversarium dicuntur tpaynrifew, cum obstricto collo 

ita versant, ut objiciant spectatorum oculis nudum conspicien- 
dum et retectum undiquaque, id quod tum demum maxime 
fit, quum ejus cervicibus inequitant). But the exposing of 
the face of the thrown opponent was a circumstance of no 
importance in the tpayndifew of the athlete, because not at 

all necessarily connected therewith. Further, and not less im- 
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probable derivations, see in Bleek. — pos ov «.7.X.] is to be 
taken in close combination only with the avrod immediately 
preceding, not likewise, as is done by Michaelis, Bloomfield, 

and Hofmann (Schriftbew. I. 2 Aufl. p. 104), with the first 
avtov, and upon 7pyty falls no emphasis (against Ebrard and 
Alford). The words for the rest have too little the character 
of independence to justify our taking them alone, with Alford, 

_ and separating them by a colon from that which precedes. — 
mpos ov nuty o Aoyos| towards whom exists for us the relation, 
Le. with whom we have to do. Calvin: vertendum erat: cum 
quo nobis est ratio: cujus orationis hic est sensus, Deum esse, 
qui nobiscum agit, vel cum quo nobis est negotium, ideoque 
non esse ludendum quasi cum homine mortali, sed quoties 
verbum ejus nobis proponitur, contremiscendum esse, quia 
nihil ipsum lateat. Comp. 1 Kings 11.14 and 2 Kings ix. 5: 
Noxyos por mpos a. — Aristides, Lewctr. iv. p. 465: ewol dé Kal 
TovTo Oavpactoy daiveta, el tis TO pev OnBaiovs povous 
avtTiuTadous nuiv KatarerpOjvar Séd1e, TO dé pos apPoTépous 
nuiv elvat Tov AOyov, ovdevos aévov Kpives PoBov. Further 
examples in Wetstein and Bleek. Incorrectly do Luther, 
Vatablus, Cameron, Schlichting, Cornelius a Lapide [Piscator 

hesitates between this and the rendering above given], Grotius, 
Calov, Wolf, Schulz, Stengel, a/., generally with an appeal to 
mpos, i. 7, 8, and a comparison of v. 11, take apos dv npiv o 

Novos as equivalent to epi ob nuiv o Adyos. Moreover, some- 
thing entirely foreign is imported by Ewald when, with a 
reference to 1.10 f., he finds in the words the sense: “ to 

whom, as a friend and brother, we can always most confidently 
speak.” Finally, the Peshito, Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theo- 

phylact, Primasius, Erasmus Paraphr., Clarius, Zeger, Owen, 

Limborch, Michaelis, Whitby, Cramer, Stuart, Hofmann, d., 

explain: to whom we shall have to give an account of our 
actions. In itself this interpretation would be admissible ; 

but, inasmuch as the words must in consequence thereof be 
taken in reference to an event yet future, we should neces- 
sarily expect the addition of éorau. 

Ver. 14—x. 18. The author has, in that which precedes, 

compared Christ with the angels and then with Moses, and 
proved the superiority of Christ over both. He applies him- 
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self now to a third point of the comparison, in that he insti- 
tutes a comparison between Christ and the Levitical high 
priests, and developes on every side the exalted character of 
His high-priesthood above the Levitical high-priesthood, with 
regard to His person, with regard to the sanctuary in which 
He fulfils His office, and with regard to the sacrifice presented. 
The copiousness of this new dogmatic investigation—which 
is subservient to the same paraenetic aim as the preceding 
expositions, and therefore opens with an exhortation of the 
same nature with the former ones, and is presently interrupted 
by a somewhat lengthy warning-paraenetic interlude—is to 
be explained by the greater importance it had for the readers, 
who, in narrow-minded over-estimate of the temple cultus 
inherited from the fathers, regarded the continued participa- 
tion in this cultus as necessary for the complete expiation of 
sin and the acquiring of everlasting salvation, and, because they 
thought nothing similar was to be found in Christianity, were 
exposed to an imminent peril of turning away from the latter 
and relapsing entirely into Judaism. Compare the explanation 
already given by Chrysostom, Hom. viii. init.: ’E7resdi yap 
ovdev my (se. in the New Covenant) capatixov 4 pavtactiKor, 
oloy ov vads, ody ayia ayiwy, ody lepeds TooadTnY ExeVv KaTa- 
TKEUIY, OV TApATNPIcELS VOmLKal, ANN tryndOTEpa Kal TEdELO- 

Tepa TavTa, Kal ovdev THY GwpaTiKay, TO Sé TAY ev Tots TEU- 
HatiKkols HV, ovX oUTw Sé Ta TYEUYpATLKAa TOS acOevEecTEpousS 
EMNYETO WS TA TWLATLKA, TOVTOV YapLY TOUTOY OdoY KLVEl TOV 
Aoyov.— The transition to this new section is formed by 
vv. 14-16. 

Ver. 14. The introductory phrase: éyovtes ody apytepéa, 
presupposes that the author has already had occasion to speak 

of Jesus as dpytepevs. We are therefore led back for ody to 
ii. 17, ii, 1. But, since there is further added to apyvepéa 

the qualification péyav and ScveAnrAvOoTa Tovs ovpavous, 
and thus also these characteristics must be presupposed as 
known from that which precedes, we have consequently not 
to limit ody, in its backward reference, to ii. 17, iii. 1, but to 

extend it to the whole disquisition, i 1—iii. 6, in such wise 
that (logically, indeed, in a not very exact manner) péyar, 
SceAnAVOoTa Tors ovpavods glances back in general to the 
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dignity and exaltedness of the person of Jesus, as described 
in these sections. — Erroneously does Delitzsch suppose that 
by means of ody the exhortation xkpat@mev THs oporoyias is 
derived as a deduction from vv. 12, 13. Such opinion would 
be warranted only if, with the omission of the participial 
clause, merely xpaT@pev odv THs oporoylas had been written. 
For since xpata@pev Tis oporoyias has received its own 
justification in the prefixed €yovtes «.7.X., apart from that 
which immediately precedes, it is clear that, in connection 
with ver. 14, there is no further respect had to the contents 
of vv. 12, 13. It is not therefore to be approved that 
Delitzsch, in order to make room for the unfortunate 

reference to vv. 12, 13, will have ody logically attached to 
the verb Kpat@pev, instead of the participle, with which it is 
grammatically connected, and to which, as the most simple 
and natural, the like passage, x. 19 ff, also points. What 
laboured confusion of the relations would Delitzsch require 

the reader to assume, when he is called to regard €yovres «.T.A. 
as being at the same time a recapitulation of that which has 
been said before, and continuation of the argument; and yet, 
spite of all this, to look upon xpat@pev tijs oporoylas as a 

deduction from vv. 12, 13! In any case, the connection 
asserted by Delitzsch to exist between ver. 14 and vv. 12,13: 
“the word of God demands obedience and appropriation, 2c. 
faith, not, however, as merely a faith locked up within the 

breast, but also a loud Yea and Amen, unreserved and fear- 

less confession, owodoyda from mouth and heart, as the echo 

thereof,’ is in itself a baseless imagination; because the 
before - demanded wiéc7is and the here demanded oporoyia 
are by no means distinguished from each other as a minus 
and a majus, but, on the contrary, in the mind of the author 

of the epistle are synonyms. It results that ody stands in a 
somewhat free relation to the foregoing argument, con- 
sequently must not at all be taken as, strictly speaking, an 
illative particle, with which that which precedes is first 
brought to a close, but as a particle of resuming, which, in 
the form of a return to that which has already been said 

before, begins a new section. — péyav] does not in such wise 
appertain to dpyvepéa that only in combination with the same 



oa) CHAP. IV. 14. Lov 

it should form the idea of the high priest (Jac. Cappellus, 
Braun, Rambach, Wolf, Carpzov, Michaelis, Stuart), but is 

indicative of the quality of the high priest, and means 
exalted, just as péyas, x. 21, in combination with Jepevs. 

Comp. also xiii. 20.— As the author of the. Epistle to the 
Hebrews represents Christ the Son of God, so also does 
Philo (De Somn. p. 598 A, with Mangey, I. p. 654) represent 
the divine Logos as 6 péyas dpyvepeds. Comp. ibid. p. 597 
(I. p. 653): Avo yap, as gouxev, iepa Oeod, ev pev Ode 0 

KOcHOS, ev & Kal apxepeds 6 TpwToyoves avTOdD Deios Aoyos, 
Erepov S& Royse} Wy}, 7s lepeds O Tpos AAjPeLav dvOpwTos. 
— duedndvGoTa Tovs ovpavovs] elucidatory demonstration of 
péeyav. Wrongly is it translated by Luther (as also by the 
Peshito): who has ascended wp to heaven; by Calvin, Peirce, 
Ernesti, al.: qui coelos ingressus est. It can only signify 
[Piscator, Owen, Bengel, Tholuck, Stuart, al.]: who has passed 
through the heavens, sc. in order, exalted above the heavens 

(cf. vii. 26; Eph. iv. 10), to take His seat upon the throne 
of the Divine Majesty (i. 3, 15). Allusion to the high 
priest of the Old Covenant, who, in order to make atonement 
for the people, passed through the courts of the Temple, and 
through the Temple itself, into the Most Holy Place. Comp. 
ix. 11.—Incotv tov vidv tod Oeod] emphatic apposition to 
apylepéa péyav «.7.d., in which the characterization of Jesus 
as the uids tod Oeod (i. 1, 5, vi. 6, vii. 3, x. 29) serves anew 
to call attention to the dignity of the New Testament High 
Priest. Quite mistaken are Wolf and Bohme in their 

conjecture that the object in the addition of tov vioy rod 
Geod is the distinction of Jesus from the Joshua mentioned 
ver. 8. For the mention of Joshua, ver. 8, was, as regards 
the connection, only an incidental one, on which account 
there also not even a more precise definition was given to the 
name. — Kpat@pev Tis omoroyias] let us hold fast (vi. 18; 
Col. 11. 19; 2 Thess. ii. 15; wrongly Tittmann: lay hold of, 
embrace) the confession. oporoyia is not, with Storr, to be 
referred specially to the confession of Christ as the High 
Priest, but to be taken in general of the Christian confession. 
The expression is here too used objectively, as ili. 1, of the 
sum or subject-matter of the Christian’s belief. 
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Ver. 15. Further justification of the demand, ver. 14, of 

stedfast adherence to the Christian confession.’ For the 
High Priest of Christians is not merely a highly exalted One 
(ver. 14), He is also qualified, since as Brother He stands 
very closely related to believers, and has been tempted as 
they are, to have sympathy for their weaknesses. Comp. 

ii, 17,18. Calvin: In nomine Filii Dei, quod posuit, subest 
ea majestas, quae nos ad timorem et obsequium adigat. Verum 
si nihil in Christo aliud consideremus, nondum pacatae erunt 
conscientiae. Quis enim non reformidet Filii Dei conspec- 
tum, praesertim quum reputamus, qualis sit nostra conditio, 
nobisque in mentem veniunt peccata nostra? Deinde Judaeis 
aliud obstare poterat, quia Levitico sacerdotio assueverant : 
illic cernebant hominem mortalem unum ex aliis electum, qui 
sanctuarium ingrediebatur, ut sua deprecatione reconciliaret 
fratres suos Deo. Hoc magnum est, quum mediator, qui 
placare erga nos Deum potest, unus est ex nobis. Haec 
illecebra poterat Judaeos illaqueare, ut sacerdotio Levitico 
semper essent addicti, nisi occurreret apostolus, ac ostenderet 
Filium Dei non modo excellere gloria, sed aequa bonitate et 
indulgentia erga nos esse praeditum. Whereas dvvapevov 
cuptabjoar and memeipacuévoy Kata Tavta Kal? opootnta 
bring out the homogeneity of the New Testament High 
Priest with that of the Old Testament (comp. v. 2), the 
dissimilarity at the same time existing between the two is 
rendered apparent by ywpis dpaptias.— ovprabety] to have 
sympathy, compassionate feeling. Comp. x. 34. Preliminary 
condition to bestowing succour and redemption. — at aaGévevar 
ov] the conditions of human weakness, as well moral as 
physical, which have been called forth by the entrance of sin 

into the world. — veve:pacpévoy 5é] contains in the form 
of a correction of ) Suvduevov the proof of the capacity 
for having sympathy. — «ata wavta] Comp. ii. 17.— xa? 
OuowTnTa] sc. juov (comp. vii. 15: Kata THY dpowoTnTa 
Medryicedéx), or jyiv (comp. Polyb, xiii. 7. 2: "Hv yap 
elSmXov yuvatkelov, ToAVTENoW patios Hudiecpévoy, KATA 
Se tiv popdyy eis cpotytTa 7H Tod NaBidos yvvarki 
Siadhopws arreipyacuevov), or even mpos mas (comp. Philo, 

' Incorrectly does Ebrard take ver. 15 as elucidation of tyovres dpycepie. 
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de Profugis, p. 458 A, with Mangey, I. p. 553: kata rip 
mpos TaAAA opowoTnta): in like (similar) manner as we. — 
xopis duaptias] without sin, i.e. without sin arising out of 

the temptations, or more clearly: without His being led into 
sinning, as a result of His being tempted. Comp. vil. 26 ; 
2 Cor! vi 21>: 1 John tlie 5; 1 Pet. 1. 225 > When Hofmann 

(Schrifthew, II. 1, 2 Aufl. p. 37) and Delitzsch will discover 
in these words the additional indication that i the case of 
Jesus temptation also found no sin present, this is indeed true 
as to the fact, but open to the misconception of being 
supposed to imply that even the possibility of sinning on the 
part of Jesus is denied, whereas surely this possibility in 
itself must be conceived of as an essential factor in the idea 
of being tempted; and opposed to the context, because ywpis 
dpaptias is the continued note of modality of seetpacpevor, 
and thus cannot possibly specify something that was already 
present, even before the wespafecfac came in. More in 

accordance with the context, therefore, does Alford express 

himself: “Throughout these temptations, in their origin, in 
their process, in their result,—sin had nothing in Him: He 
was free and separate from it.” Wrongly Jac. Cappellus, 
Calmet, Semler, Storr, Ernesti, Heinrichs, Kuinoel, and 

others: tempted in all things, sin excepted. For in that case 
xopls THs dwaptias (with the article) would be written, and 
this be connected immediately with cxata mavra. Mistaken, 
however, is also the explanation of Oecumenius, Schlichting, 
Dindorf: without having committed sin, as a guiltless one ; an 
interpretation which would be admissible only if mespafec@at 
could be referred specially to the enduring of outward 
sufferings, which might be seen to be a consequence of sin. — 
Comp., for the rest, on ywpls apaptias likewise the kindred 
statements concerning the divine Logos in Philo, de Profugis, 
p. 466 B (with Mangey, I. p. 562): Aéyower yap, Tov apyvepen 
ov avOpwrov adda Royov Oeiov eivat, TavT@V o’y ExoVT.wV 
Hovoy ANA Kal AkKovoiwy. adiKnudtTwv dapétoyov. — Tbid. 
p. 467 C (L. p. 563): dwéroyos yap Kai arapddextos tavtos 
elvat TEPUKEV ApapTHMaTos. 

Ver. 16. Encouragement, derived from the character of the 
High Priest of the New Testament, as brought into relief, 
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ver. 15.— mpocépyec@ar] approach, draw near, in order to 
have community with something. Comp. vil. 25, x. 1, 22, 
x1. 6, xi. 18, 22. Too specially Delitzsch, Kurtz, and Ewald, 

who explain: drawing near in prayer for aid or succour. — 
peTa Trappnolas|] with confidence (iii. 6), inasmuch as we 
possess, in the very office of intercessor, a High Priest who is 
not only exalted, but also full of sympathy, who thus has not 
only the power, but also the will to help. — Opovos tis yapitos] 
not: Christ Himsclf (Gerhard, 8. Schmidt, Carpzov, Ernesti, 

al.), not: the throne of Christ (Primasius [also Tena, arguing 
from the Vulgate of ii. 9], Schlichting, Limborch, Chr. Fr. 
Schmid, al.), but the throne of God, at whose right hand 

Christ is seated. Comp. viii. 1, xii. 2 [Eph. ii 18]. It is 
called, however, the throne of grace, because the nature of the 

New Covenant has, as its presupposition, not strictly judicial 
retribution, according to the works of men, but compassion 
and grace on the part of God; the believer feels himself united 
to God as a loving Father, who has remitted to him the guilt 
and punishment of sin. A reference for the rest to the cover 

of the ark of the covenant, regarded as the seat of the God- 
head in the sanctuary (the M52 or ‘Aacti7piov of the Old 
Covenant), assumed by Piscator, Schottgen, Wolf, Carpzov, 

Cramer, Abresch, Kuinoel, Paulus, a/., and still in recent times 

by Bloomfield and Bisping (comp. also Kurtz ad loc.), in con- 
nection with the expression: 0 Opovos Tis ydperos, is not indi- 
cated by anything in the text.— To obtain mercy and find 
grace (Luke i. 30; Acts vii. 46; comp. j7 N38, Gen. vi. 8, 
xvil. 3, and frequently) are synonymous terms. All distinc- 
tions, as that of Bohme: édeos magis id appellat, quo indige~ 
bant calamitatibus oppressi lectores, yapes, quo peccatis non 
carentes; of Stein, that édeos relates to compassion towards 
the sinner, ydpis to every manifestation of grace ; of Bisping, 
that €dXeos refers more to the forgiveness of sins and deliver- 
ance from sufferings, while yapis refers to the communication 
of higher gifts of grace; of Hofmann, that ydpw ebpioxew 
means “to be brought into a state of favour with any one, to 
become an object of his good-will;” AapBavew Edeos, on the 
other hand, is “ a receiving of that which the kind and gracious 
One accords to those in need of His kindness, just on account 
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of their need,” and many others, are untenable. — e¢s evxarpov 

Bonbevav] for timely help, we. in order that we may in this 
manner attain to a help which appears on the scene, while it 
is still the right time, before it is yet too late (iii, 13). 

Wronely Tholuck, Delitzsch, Moll, Kurtz, and Hofmann: 

“before the one in conflict with the temptations succumbs ;” 
and others (also Riehin, Lehrbegr. des Hebrderbr. p. 740): “as 
often as we stand in need of the Bo7@eva.” 
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CHAPTERS We 

Ver. 1. Instead of the Recepta bapa re xa! ductus, Lachm. and 
Tisch. 1 read merely dapa xai duvoias. But the single testi- 
mony of B (D** ?)—for nothing is here to be inferred from the 
Latin versions—does not suffice for the condemnation of the 
particle. +e is protected by A C D*** (D*: re daipa) EK LR, 
of, as it appears, all the cursives, Epiph. and many others. Cf. 
also Heb. viii. 3, ix. 9.— Ver. 3. Elz.: 6:4 radrny. Lachm. 
Bleek, de Wette, Tisch. Delitzsch, Alford, al.: 67 airyy. To 
be preferred on account of the better attestation by A B C* 
D* x, 7, 80, al., Syr. utr. Chrys. ms. Cyril. Theodoret (alic.). — 
Instead of the Recepta iaurod, there is placed in the text by 
Lachm., after B D*, air05; by Tisch. 1, ewirod. — But taurod 
is found in A C D*** E K L 8, almost all min., and many 
Fathers, and is on that account to be retained, with Bleek, de 
Wette, Tisch. 2, 7, and 8, Bloomfield, Delitzsch, Alford, and 
others. — The preference over the Recepta iaip émaupriay (Sup- 
ported by C*** D*** EK L, the majority of the min. Chrys. 
Theodoret ad loc., al. ; defended by Bleek, and more recently 
by Bloomfield and Reiche) is merited by the reading z¢p/ 
awapriav, already commended to attention by Griesbach ; 
adopted by Lachm. Tisch. and Alford, with the assent of 
Delitzsch and Riehm (Lehrbeqr. des Hebrderbr. p. 434), partly 
on account of the stronger attestation by A B C* D* x, 17, 31, 
47, 73, 118, Chrys. codd. Theodoret (semel), partly because epi 
might easily, on account of the epi placed twice before, be 
altered into ivp, in conformity with itp auapriav, ver. 1.— 
Ver. 4. dard xauroduevos| So rightly already the Editt. Complut. 
and Plantin.; in like manner Bengel, Griesbach, Matthaei, 
Knapp, Scholz, Lachm. Bleek, de Wette, Tisch. Delitzsch, 
Alford, after the preponderating authority of A B C* DE Kx, 
23, 37, 44, al. plur., Chrys. Damase. Procop. Oecym. The 
article added in the Recepta: ar2r~& 6 xarobmevos, is not only 
badly attested (C** L, Constitutt. apostoll., Theodoret, Theo- 
phylact), but also unsuitable, since not a new subject in opposi- 
tion to the unemphatic z¢ is required by the context, but an 
antithetic nearer defining in opposition to the significant od 
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taur@. — Instead of the Recepta xabarep (C** D*** EK L n*** 
Theodoret), approved by Griesbach, Matthaei, Knapp, Scholz, 
Bleek, de Wette, Bloomfield, a/., Lachm., after C* (?) Chrys. 

_ Procop. reads: xadw¢; Tisch., with Alford, after A B D* »* 
Damasc.: zaddorep. The last, in favour of which Delitzsch 
also declares himself, deserves the preference as the best attested, 
and as most in keeping with the predilection of the author for 
harmonious combinations. — The article 6 before ’Awpdy» in the 
ecepta was already with justice deleted in the edit. Complut., 
and later by Bengel, Griesbach, Matthaei, Scholz, Lachm. Bleek, 
Tisch. Alford, and others. Against it decides the weighty 
authority of A B C D E K Lx, many min. and Fathers. — 
Ver. 9. Elz. Matthaei, Scholz, Tisch. 2 and 7, Bloomfield: +07; 
ivazovoucy airg séouw! But preponderating witnesses (A BC 
D Es, 17, 37, al., Syr. utr. Copt. It. Vulg. Vigil. Cassiod. Chrys. 
Cyril, Theodoret, Damasc. Theophyl.) require the order: véovy 
rots Uraxovovery wdr@. Already recommended by Griesbach. 
Adopted by Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. 1 and 8, Alford. Approved 
also by Delitzsch. The sequence of the words in the Receptu 
is a later alteration, in order to bring out the more noticeably 
the paronomasia of ro7 iraxodoucw with the foregoing rjy dxaxo4y, 
— Ver. 12. xai 0d orepeads rpog%g] So Elz. Lachm. Bloomfield, 
Alford, al. ; while Tisch. 2, 7, and 8 has, after B** C, 17, x* 
Copt. Vulg. Orig. (thrice) Cyril, Chrys. ms. Aug. Bede, only 
od orepeds spopyc. But zat is protected by A B* DE K 
Lws*** the majority of the min., many versions, and several 
Fathers. 

Vy. 1-10. Emphasizing of two main qualifications of the 
earthly high priest, in which Christ likewise is not wanting. 

Vv. 1-3. The first qualification: the capacity, as man, who 
himself is subject to human weakness, to deal leniently with 
erring humanity. To what extent and under what modifica- 
tion this characteristic of the earthly high priest is applicable 
also to Christ, is not. discussed by the author in our passage. 
This might appear remarkable, since with respect to the second 
necessary qualification of the earthly high priest, further added 
ver. 4, the parallel relation in the case of Christ is expounded 
in detail from ver. 5 onwards. But yet there was no need of 
an express application to Christ, of that which was observed 
vy. 1-3. What the author had had to say with regard to this 
was already clear to the readers from the earlier disquisitions of 
the epistle itself. The element of the homogeneity of Christ 

Mryer.—HEx. N 
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with the Jewish high priest, namely, that He, like the Jewish 
high priest, can have sympathy with sinful man, since He had 
become in all points like unto men His brethren, had been 
fully traced out in the second chapter, and attention is called 
anew to it in iv. 15 by the dvvdpevoy ocvprabfcar tats 
aoGeveias judy and Temepacpévov KaTa TavTa Kal opoLoTyTa. 
The element of the dissimilarity, on the other hand, namely, 
that while the Jewish high priest had to offer for his own 
sins, Christ was without sin, is first brought prominently 
forward in iv. 15 by means of yapis dpaprtias, and, besides 
this, followed already from the exalted position the author 
had, in the opening chapters of the epistle, assigned to Christ 
as the Son of God.— That, in reality, also the paragraph 
vv. 7-10, no less than vy. 5, 6, is subordinate to the second 

main consideration, expressed ver. 4, has been denied, it is 
true, by Beza, Schlichting, Hammond, Limborch, Storr, 
Delitzsch, Maier, Moll, and others. They are of opinion that 

from ver. 5 onwards an application of all the statements, 
vv. 1—4, to Christ ensues; that this, however, takes place in 

inverse order, so that vv. 5, 6 refer back to ver. 4, vv. 7, 8 

to ver. 2, and finally, vv. 9,10 to ver. 1. The untenable 

character of such opinion is self-evident. For—(1) vv. 7, 8 
cannot have the design of applying to Christ that which was 
observed ver. 2, because only the parenthetic clause of ver. 7 
(Senceus . . . evAaPelas) adapts itself to any extent to the con- 
tents of ver. 2, and this parenthetic clause stands in logical 
subordination to ver. 8 as the main point of the argument, 
consequently just ver. 8 and ver. 2 must present a similarity 

of contents, which is not the case. (2) That vv. 9,10 should 
be referred back to ver. 1 cannot be accepted as correct, 
because ver. 1 forms in itself no independent and complete 
statement, but stands in closest concatenation with ver. 2, so 

that only with this verse comes in what is for ver. 1 the all- 
essential point of nearer definition. — From the foregoing it 
results that the harmonizing view of Riehm (Lehrbegr. des 
Hebréerbr. p. 444, 447) is unwarranted. According to this 
view, vv. 7, 8 are indeed, “in the first place,” or “ formally,” a 

link in the demonstration that Christ did not become high 
priest by an act of arbitrary self-glorification, but as regards 
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the “ contents” or “tenor” form, “at the same time also an 

indication corresponding to vv. 1-3, and pointing out that 
Christ upon His path of suffering has passed through experi- 
ences which were adapted not only to make Him acquainted 
with the human do@évera, but also to prove in Him the 
capacity for the wetpsomad@ea.” — With Tholuck, for the rest, 
to take vv. 1-3 still in relation to the preceding chapter, as 
an antithesis to ver. 15, and to begin a new section with 
ver. 4, is not permissible. For a comparison of the main con- 
tents of vv. 1-3 with the main contents of iv. 15, points to 

the fact that the author designs to bring out a relation of 
resemblance and affinity. We cannot possibly, therefore, 
attach, with Tholuck, to the particle ydp, v. 1, the sense: 

“the distinction namely arises, that.” The consideration, 
moreover, presents itself, that ver. 4 can only appear in rela- 
tion to vv. 1—5, alike as regards tenor of contents as with 

regard to its lax grammatical nexus, as a further co-ordinate 
link In an enumeration, before beeun, of the qualifications 
essential to the character of every earthly high priest, conse- 
quently is not appropriate to the introduction of a section 

entirely separated from that which precedes. 
Vy. 1, 2. Justification of the dvvacOat cuprabjcat tais 

acOevetats nor, iv. 15, as a necessary qualification in the case 
of Christ, since it is an indispensable requirement even in 

every earthly high priest. ydp does not glance back to iv. 16, 
as is maintained by Hofmann (Schriftbew. IL. 1, p. 395) and 
Delitzsch. For v. 1-3 can in point of contents be taken 
neither as enforcement nor as elucidation of the admonition, 

iv. 16. The supposition of Hofmann and Delitzsch, however, 
that ydp logically controls the whole section, v. 1-10, is 
arbitrary, inasmuch as ver. 4 ff. is logically and grammatically 
bounded off from vv. 1-3, and the assertion that the aim in 

the section, v. 1-10, is to enforce the exhortation, iv. 16, by 

a reminder “of the nature of the high-priesthood of Jesus, 

how on the one hand it bears resemblance to that of Aaron, 

and on the other hand to the priesthood of Melchisedec” 
(Hofmann), or of the “blending of Aaronitic humanity (tender- 
ness) with the Melchisedecian dignity in the person of Jesus” 
(Delitzsch), is entirely erroneous; because, vv. 5-10, Aaron 
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and Melchisedec are not yet at all distinguished from each 
other as the lower and the higher; but, on the contrary, this 
relation—in which the one stands to the other—is for the 
present left wholly in abeyance, and all that is insisted on is 
the fact that Christ, even as Aaron, was called by God to the 
high-priesthood, and that a high-priesthood after the manner 
of Melchisedec. — 74s] refers, as is evident from €& avOpaTwv 
Aap Pavopevos, and from ver. 3, to the earthly, i.e. the Levitical, 
high priest. Wrongly, because going beyond the necessity of 
the case and the horizon of the epistle, Grotius (comp. also 
Peirce): Non tantum legem hic respicit, sed et morem ante 
legem, quum aut primo geniti familiarum aut a populis electi 
reces inirent sacerdotium. But neither is €& dvOp@7av Nap- 

Bavopevos a part of the subject (“every high priest taken from 
among men, in opposition to the heavenly One ;” Luther, Seb. 
Schmidt, Wittich, Akersloot, Peirce, Wetstein, Chr. Fr. Schmid, 

Storr, Abresch, Kuinoel, Paulus, Stengel, comp. also Tholuck). 

—for then the order was yap €€ dv@pémov AapBavopevos 
apxeepevs would have been chosen,—nor is it intended “ to lay 
stress upon the phenomenon, in itself remarkable, that the high 
priest has to represent men, who are thus his equals, in their 
relation to God” (Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 1, p.896, 2 Aufl.),— 

for thereby a reference altogether foreign to the connection is 
introduced, and the thought thus presupposed is itself a 
singular one, because, so far from its being remarkable, it is, 

on the contrary, natural and appropriate that like should be 
represented by its like; it would be remarkable and unnatural 
if, for instance, a man should represent angels,—but it con- 
tains a note of cause to umép avOpemav xabictata. The 
twice occurring av@p@7ey stands full of emphasis, and pre- 
sents a correspondence between the two. By the €€ av@pé7wyv 
AapPavopevos the brép avOporTwv Kabictatas is explained 
and justified. For the very reason that the high priest is taken 
from among men, is he also appointed or installed in his 
office as mediator with God.— cafictatar] not middle, so 
that Ta mpods tov Gedv were accusative of object thereto (Calvin : 
Curat pontifex vel ordinat, quae ad Deum pertinent; Kypke), 
but passive, so that Ta mpos Tov Pedy, as ii. 17, is to be taken 
as an accusative absolute.— Wa «.7.r.] epexegetic amplifica- 
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tion of irép avOpe7av Kablstatar TA Tpds TOV Bedv.-— ddpa 
[12%P, 1920] and @velas are properly distinguished as gifts 
and sacrifices of every kind, and bloody sacrifices. The dis- 
tinction, however, is not always observed. Comp. eg. LXX. 
Lev. ii. 1 ff, Num. v. 15 ff, Gen. iv. 3, 5, where @uara is 

used of unbloody sacrifices; and Gen. iv. 4, Lev. 1. 2, 3, 10, al., 

where Sapa is used of bloody sacrifices. In our passage the 
author has, without doubt, specially the bloody sacrifices in 
mind; as, accordingly, in the course of the epistle he opposes 
the sacrifice presented by Christ to the Levitical victims in 
particular. — tmép duaptiay| te. for the expiation thereof. It 
belongs not merely to @vovas (Grotius, Limborch, Bengel, 

Dindorf) or to éépa te kai @vcias (Owen, Alford), but to the 
whole clause of the design. 

Ver. 2 is to be coupled with ver. 1 without the placing of 
a comma, in such wise that the participial clause : wetprowadety 
Suvapevos, connects itself immediately with the preceding 
clause of the design. The purpose of the author is not to 
mention the bare fact that the high priest presents gifts and 
sacrifices for the expiation of sins, but to dwell on the fact 
that he presents them as one who is capable of petpromrabeiv.' 
petpotraveiv Suvapevos is therefore neither to be resolved into 
iva Svvntat perp. (Heinrichs), nor is it connected, by reason 
of a negligent participial construction, like XauBavopevos with 
apyxvepevs (Stengel), nor is it added merely “ appendicis loco” 
(Bohme). — petprovraGety| stands not in opposition to cvpma- 
Ojoat, iv. 15, for the indication of a difference between the 

human high priest and the divine one (Tholuck); it is not, 
however, identical in meaning with cup7a@eivy (Oecumenius, 
Calvin, Seb. Schmidt, Baumgarten, Semler, Storr, Abresch, a/.), 

1 When for the rest Hofmann (Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 896, 2 Aufl.) supposes that 
for the expression of this relation of thought only xaéicraras:. .. ive rporQipn 
could be chosen, and not zaéicrara:... tis rd rpocpipey, since the latter would 
“only be a declaration of the vocation” of the high priest, while the former 
“can take to itself the participial clause perpuraéeiv dvvéuevos, and thereby 
signify to what end it serves in the exercise cf his office, that he has been in this 
way appointed thereto,” this is grammatically altogether baseless. Either turn 
of discourse was equally open to the choice of the author. Only, in case the 
latter was chosen, the nominative dxvéeeves must naturally be changed into the 
accusative duvzuevoy. 
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but expresses a kindred notion. It is by virtue of its com- 
position equivalent to perpiws or Kata TO wéTpov Tacyew, and 
is accordingly used of the moderating of one’s passions and 
feelings, as opposed to an unbridled surrender thereto, but also 
as opposed to that absolute ava@eva which the Stoics demanded 
of the sage. Comp. Diogen. Laert. v. 31: &dbn dé (sc. Aris- 
totle), Tov codpoy pr) eivar ev arradh, petpioTraby 6é. Turther 
instances in Wetstein and Bleek. Here the moderation or 

tenderness in the judgment formed upon the errors of one’s 
neighbour is intended, as this is wont to arise from a sympathy 
with the unhappiness of the same which is produced by sin. 
Thus: to be tenderly disposed or equitable. — tots ayvootow 
kal TAavwpévois| Dativus commodi: in consideration of 

the ignorant and erring. Lenient designation of sinners. 
Perhaps, however, designedly chosen (comp. also ix. 7: wt7rép 
€avTov Kal TOY TOD Nao’ ayvonpmaTwy) in order to bring 
into relief only one species of sins, the sins of precipitancy 
and without premeditation, inasmuch as according to the 
Mosaic law the sacrificial expiation extended only to those 
who had sinned daxovoiws; those, on the other hand, who had 

sinned deliberately and with forethought were to be cut off 
from the congregation of Jehovah, Num. xv. 22-31; Lev. 
iv. 13 ff. — émel Kal adtos mepixertar acbéverav| Confirmation 
of the duvapevos: since he indeed himself is encircled (as with 
a garment) by weakness (altogether beset with it), ado@évera 
is to be understood, as vii. 28, of the ethical weakness, thus 

also actual sin, comprehended under this expression; comp. 
ver. 3.— The construction wepixetmat re, which in the N. T. 
occurs likewise Acts xxvill. 20, is genuine Greek; comp. 
Theocrit. Jdyll. xxiii, 14: UBpw tas dpyas srepiKeipevos ; 
Kiihner, Gramm. II. p. 231; Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 215. 

Ver. 3. Logical consequence from the second half of ver. 2. 
The words form a merely incidental observation. They would 
be on that account better regarded as an independent state- 
ment than, with de Wette, Delitzsch, Hofmann (Schriftbev-. 

II. 1, 2 Aufl. p. 397), and Woemer, thought of as still dependent 

on ézrei, ver. 2. — Or avTny] sc. acOéverav. Quite untrue is 
the assertion that the feminine is used Hebraistically instead 
of the neuter, which even Bengel and others, with a mistaken 
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appeal to Matt. xxi. 42 (see Meyer ad loc.), still hold to be 
possible. — dgetAer] Reference not, as is supposed by Bohme 
and Hofmann, /.c., to the precept in the law of Moses (Lev. 
iv. 3, ix. 7, xvi. 6, al.), but, as ii, 17, to the inner necessity 
arising from the nature of the case. Non-natural the view of 
Delitzsch and Moll, that both alike are intended. — mrpoodépery] 
stands, as Luke v.14, Num. vii. 18, absolutely. With Riehm 
(Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. p. 434), to look upon wept dpaptidy 
as definition of object to mpoofépesy is inadmissible, inasmuch 
as only the singular form wept dwaprtéas is employed to 
indicate the notion of “sin-offering” with the LXX., as also 
in our epistle. Comp. Reiche, Commentarius Criticus ad loc. 

p- 35. 
Ver. 4. The second necessary qualification: to be no usurper 

of the office, but one called of God to the same. — cai] Pro- 
gress, not from ver. 3, nor yet from ver. 1, in such wise that 

Nap Paver, ver. 4, should form a paronomasia with AapBavo- 

pevos, ver. 1 (Bohme, Bleek, Bisping, Alford, Maier), but from 

vy. 1-3.— And not to himself does any one take the honour 

(here under consideration), z.c. not any one appropriates or arro- 
gates to himself the high-priestly dignity on his own authority. 
Comp. Xiphilinus, Galb. p. 187: vopov ob« etkndpévar tHv 
apy7nv, GAA Sed0c0at adTG. — ANG Kadovbpevos br TOD eod] 
sc. NawBaver adtyy, he receives it. The AapPdver here to be 
supplied has consequently ——what is wrongly denied by 
Delitzsch, Hofmann, and Woerner—another notion than the 

AapPaver before placed. This diversity of notion, neverthe- 

less, comes out more strongly in German, where two different 
verbs must be chosen to indicate it, than in Greek, where one 

and the same verb combines both significations in itself. — 
Kabwotep kat ’Aapwr] sc. KAnbels bro Tod Oeod adrip eiAnger. 
These words still belong to that which precedes. They are 
unnaturally referred by Paulus to the sequel, as its protasis. 
— Aaron and his descendants were, according to Ex. xxvii. 1, 
xxix. 4 ff, Lev. viii. 1 ff, Num. iii. 10, xvi—xviii., called by 

God Himself to the high- priesthood. Comp. Bamividbar 
rabba, sec. 18, fol. 254. 4 Gn Schottgen and Wetstein): Moses 
ad Corachum ejusque socios dixit: si Aaron frater meus 

sibimet ipsi sacerdotium sumsit, recte egistis, quod contra 
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ipsum insurrexistis; jam vero Deus id ipsi dedit, cujus est 
magnitudo et potentia et regnum. Quicumque igitur contra 
Aaronem surgit, contra ipsum Deum surgit. Not until the 

time of Herod and the Roman governors were high priests 
arbitrarily appointed and deposed, without respect to their 
descent from Aaron. Comp. Josephus, Antig. xx. 10. 5; 
Winer, Bibl. Realworterd. I. p. 591, 2 Aufl. That, however, 

as Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Abresch, and others 

conjecture, the author intended by the words of ver. 4 at the 
same time to indicate that the high priests of that period were 
no longer true high priests at all, since they had acquired 
their office at the hand of men, and in the way of venality, is 
not very probable, inasmuch as the author would otherwise 
have expressed himself more clearly with regard thereto. 

Vy. 5-10. Demonstration of the presence of the qualifica- 
tion, mentioned ver. 4, in the case of Christ also. 

Ver. 5. In like manner also Christ appointed not Himself 
to be High Priest, but God the Father has appointed Him. 
The main emphasis in the verse falls upon ov>y éavtov .. . 
aXN 0 Aarjoas. With Hofmann for the rest (Schriftbevw. 
II. 1, p. 398, 2 Aufl), to take the opening words of the 

verse: oUtws kal 0 -Xptotos, separately as an independent 
clause, is not warranted on any ground. ovy éavrov edofacev 
yernOnvar apxtepea] He did not glorify (comp. John viii. 54) 
Himself (arbitrarily encircle Himself with honour and glory) 
in order to be made a high priest. — édEacev] is to be taken 
quite generally, so that it first acquires its nearer definition 
and completion, under the form of the intention, by means 
of yernOivar apyvepéa. See Winer, Gramm. 7 Aufl. p. 298. 
The referring of the verb, with de Wette, specially to the 
glorification, mentioned 11. 9, is forbidden by the parallel 
relation to ver. 4, in that ody éavtov édokacev yevn Ova 
apxvepéa manifestly corresponds exactly to the foregoing 
statement, ody éavT@® Tis AapBaver THY TYysnv. On account 
of this parallel relationship in itself, clearly indicated as it is 
above by the ovtws xa, is the view of Hofmann too 
(Schrifibew. II. 1, p. 398 f. 2 Aufl.) entirely erroneous, 
namely, that ody éavrov éddfacey acquires its nearer defining 

of signification from vv. 7, 8, in that this relative clause 
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denotes the same thing as that negative clause, and con- 
sequently is to be brought into relief; not a path of seli- 
glorification was it, but a path of anguish and suffering, by 
which Christ attained to glory. The violence done in this 
explanation is already shown, in the fact that the relative 
clause, ver. 7 ff., is logically subordinate to the ody éavtop 
édofacev, as a farther demonstration of the truth thereof; 

and, moreover, in this relative clause the mention of the 

suffering of Christ forms not the main element, but only a 
subsidiary member.—@AN 6 Aadjoas mpos avTov x.7.r.] 
sc. avtov edoéacev yevnOfvat apxepéa. The participle aorist 
Nadjoas is anterior in point of time to the éddfacevr, Thus 
0 Aadnoas: He who had said, se. before the creation of the 

world; comp. i. 1-3. Inasmuch as the connection with that 
which precedes, and the opposition ov»y éavtov dA’ 0 Aadijcas, 
place it beyond doubt that the author can here only design to 
mention the person or authority by virtue of which Christ 
possesses His high-priesthood, it results that in the words 
vios pov ef ov «.7.r. a proof for the fact that Christ is High 
Priest 1s not to be sought. Against Schlichting, Grotius, 
Hammond, Limborch, Whitby, Peirce, Stengel, Ebrard, Maier, 

and others. If it were here already a question with the 
author of adducing a proof, he would have written without an 
article GAN 6 Beds AaXnoas (“but God, in saying to Him,” 
etc.), instead of writing with the article GAN’ 6 Aadjoas. But 

why does not the author simply say 6 Oeos? Why does he 
employ the periphrasis of the idea of God by means of the 
words (already cited, i. 5) from Ps. ii. 7? In order to render 
already apparent, by this designation of God, how little ground 
can exist for surprise that He who occupies the rank of the 
Son of God should, moreover, also of God be appointed High 
Priest. 

Ver. 6 now introduces the proof from Scripture that Christ, 

the Son of God, has also been appointed High Priest. — xafws 
kal ev éTépm Aé€yet] as He (sc. God) accordingly speaks in 
another place of Scripture (namely Ps. cx. 4; comp. Heb. i. 13). 
— kai] belongs not to év étépw, so that we should have to 
assume that the author has already found in the citation, 
ver. 5, a Scripture proof for the high-priesthood of Christ, 
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and now in ver. 6 is adding thereto a second Scripture proof 
for the same thing (Schlichting, Ebrard, and others), but it 

belongs to the whole relative clause kas réyer, and is just 
the ordinary «ai after a particle of comparison ; comp. ver. 4. 
By means of this correct apprehension of the force of «ai the 

objection is further set aside, that ver. 6, if a Scripture proof 
was first to be given in this place, must have been joined on 
to that which precedes simply with Aéywr, as ii. 6, iv. 7, or 

with paptupe? yap, as vii. 17 (Abresch), or with Aeyer yap, 
or at least with ca@es without «ai (Ebrard). — év étepw] See 
on é€v TovT@, iv. 5.—lepeds] for the author equivalent to 
apxlepevs; comp. ver. 10, vi. 20. This equalization is 
likewise warranted. For Melchisedec (Gen. xiv. 18 ff), with 
whom the person addressed is compared, was at the same 
time king and priest; but with the attributes of a king the 
attributes of an ordinary priest are irreconcilable; the 
character sustained by a superior or high priest alone com- 
ports therewith.— Kata thy taéw Medyuoedéx] not: in the 
time of succession (Schulz), but: after the order or manner 
(NI27-2y) of Melchisedec, in such wise that thou obtainest the 
saine position, the same character, as he possessed. Comp. 

vil. 15: Kata thv duourtnta Meryiocedéx.—els tov aidva] 
the author combines (contrary to the sense of the original) 
with ‘epevs into a single idea, comp. vii. 3, 8. 

Vv. 7-10. Further proof—accessory to the Scripture 
testimony, ver. 6 —that Christ did not on His own authority 
usurp to Himself the high-priesthood, but was invested with 
the same by God. Far removed from all self-exaltation, He 

displayed in His earthly life the most perfect obedience 
towards God. In consequence thereof He became, after His 

consummation and glorification, the Procurer (Vermitiler) of 
everlasting blessedness for all believers, and was appointed 
by God High Priest after the manner of Melchisedec. — We 
have to reject the explanation—mainly called forth by the 
expression mpooeviycas (compared with vv. 1 and 3)—of 
Schlichting, Calov, Seb. Schmidt, Braun, Limborch, Akersloot, 

Cramer, Baumgarten, Heinrichs, Bohme, Klee, Bloomfield, and 

others, according to which the design in vy. 7-10 is to show 
that Christ already discharged the functions of the high- 
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priestly office during His earthly life, in that He offered 
prayers as sacrifices to God. For evidently the main gist 
of vv. 7-10 lies in the words of ver. 8: €uabev ag’ ov 
éraleyv tTHv wmraxonv, to which the statements vv. 9, 10 
attach themselves only for the completion of the figure 
traced out vv. 7, 8, and for leading back to ver. 6. But by 
the fact that Christ manifested obedience, it cannot by any 
means be shown that He was already executing the office of 
High Priest. — Quite mistaken also is the opinion of Kurtz, 
that, vv. 7-10, a “third requirement of the Levitical high- 

ele namely, obedience to the will of Him that founded 
‘t” (?), 1s shown to be satisfied in Christ. For neither does 
- form of the grammatical annexing of ver. 7 to that which 
precedes point in any way to the conclusion that the author 

designed to string on to the two necessary qualifications of 
the earthly high priest yet a third one of equal value; nor, as 
regards the import, is anything else to be found in vv. 7, 8 
than a wider unfolding of the foregoing statement, ovy 
éauTov €doEdcev yevnOivar apxvepea, ver. 5. 

Ver. 7. Os] refers back to the last main idea, thus to 
6 Xpictos, ver. 5. The tempus finitum belonging thereto is 
éuaber, ver. 8,in that vv. 7-10 form a single period, resolving 

itself into two co-ordinate statements (6s €uafev .. Kat 
éyévero). To connect the és first with éyévero, ver. 9 (so 
Abresch, Dindorf, Heinrichs, Stengel, and others), is im- 
possible, since ver. 8 cannot be taken as a parenthesis. — év 
Tais Hmépats THS capKds avTod] in the days of His flesh, i.e. 
during the time of His earthly life. Theodoret: ‘Hyépas 6€ 
capkos Tov THS OvntoTHnTOs Edn KaLpor, ToUTéETTLY Hvika OvnTOY 
etye TO oOpua. On the whole expression, comp. ii. 14; on aé 
npépat, in the more general sense of 6 ypovos, x. 32, xii. 10. 
False, because eee 4 the current linguistic use of Rec 
(Gal m-a05 02 Worm «(Si Phil) 1°22) 245 1 Pet. iv. \2,1ah); 

and because év tats indeed Ths capkos avtov obtains its 

opposition in tedXevwOels, ver. 9, whereby, in general, the 
period of Christ's life of humiliation is contrasted with the 
period of His life of exaltation,—Schlichting: what is specially 
meant is “tempus infirmitatis Christi, et praesertim illud, quo 
infirmitas ejus maxime apparuit ... dies illi, quibus Christus 
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est passus.” The note of time: €v tats juépais tHS capKos 
avutov, however, is to be construed with the main verb 

éuwaGev, not with the participles tpooevéyxas kal elcaxova beis, 
which latter form a simply parenthetic clause. — As the 
occasion of this parenthetic clause dencers. . . evAa Beas, — 

in connection with which we have neither, with Theophylact, 
Peirce, Bohme, Bleek, de Wette, Bisping, Maier, Kurtz, and 

others, to derive the colouring of the linguistic expression 
from the author’s having respect to certain utterances of the 

Psalms (as Ps. xxii. 25 [24], abid. ver. 3 [2], exvi. 1 ff.), nor 
with Braun, Akersloot, Bohme, al., to suppose a reference to 

the loud praying of the Jewish high priest on the great day 
of atonement; neither is there an underlying comparison, as 
Hofmann (Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 399 f. 2 Aufl.) strangely 
supposes, of the supplication of Jesus, which He before (!) 
the learning of obedience offered for Himself as a sacrifice on 
account of weakness (!), with the sin-offering which, according 

to ver. 3, the Levitical high priest had on this day to present 
for himself before he could yet offer on behalf of the people, 
—the author has present to his mind, according to the pre- 

, vailing and, beyond doubt, correct view, the prayer of Christ 
in Gethsemane, as this was made known to him by oral or 
written tradition. Comp. Matt. xxvi. 36 ff; Mark xiv. 32 ff ; 
Luke xxi. 39 ff. It is true we do not read in our Gospels 

that Christ at that time prayed to God petra Saxpvav. But, 
considering the great emotion of mind on the part of the 
Saviour, which is also described in the account given by our 
evangelists (comp. in particular, Matt. xxvii 37: 7p&aTo 
Aveta Par Kal adnpwovetv; Mark xiv. 33: HpEato éxOauPeic- 
Bat kal adnmovety; Luke xxii. 44: Kat yevopuevos ev aywovia 
ExTevesTEpov TmpoonvyeTo’ eyéveTo S5é€ 6 ldpas avToD wcel 
OpopBor aiwatos KataBaivovtes emi tTHv ynv), that fact has 
nothing improbable about it; comp. also Luke xix. 41; John 
xi. 35. On account of the addition werd xpavyjs icxupas, 
others will have us understand the loud crying of Christ wpon 
the cross (Matt. xxvii. 46; Mark xv. 34), either, as Calvin, 

Cornelius a Lapide, Piscator, Owen, Limborch, Schulz, Stein, 

Stuart, Delitzsch, besides the prayer in Gethsemane, or, as 

Cajetan, Estius, Calov, Hammond, Kurtz, exclusively, or even, 
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as Klee, the last ery, with which He departed (Matt. xxvii. 50; 

Mark xv. 37; Luke xxiii. 46). The supposition of such 
references we cannot, with de Wette (comp. also Hofmann, 
Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 70 f. 2 Aufl.), characterize as “entirely 
unsuitable.” For de Wette’s objection, that the author 
“manifestly regarded the prayer as the preparation and 
condition of the éwaGe,” that it must “thus precede the 
suffering,’ does not apply, since mpocevéyxas is not to be 
resolved into “ after,’ but into “in that,’ or “inasmuch as.” 

Not as “preparation and condition of the éuade” is the 
prayer looked upon by the author, but rather is the historic! 
fact of the fervent prayer of Christ mentioned by him as 
an evidence that Christ in reality submitted Himself to God, 
even in the severest sufferings. For that which Hofmann 
(1.c. p. 67) objects hereto, that the author, if he had meant 
this, would have written: pabov ap av érabev tiv vTaKonv 
Senoets Te Kal ixeTnplas mpoonveyxev, is devoid of sense; 
because, by means of such a transposition, that which is 

merely a secondary statement would be made the main state- 
ment. Yet the supposing of such references is not necessary, 
since also the plural dejoes Te Kal txetnplas, to which appeal 
has been made, is sufficiently explained by the repetitions of 
the prayer in the garden of Gethsemane.—To ‘txernp/a, 
which conjoined with déyovs further occurs LXX. Job xl. 
22 [27], as also with the classic writers, éAaia or paBdos 
(not «Adéos) is originally to be supplemented, inasmuch as it 
denotes the olive branch which the supplicant pleading for 
protection bore in his hand. Later it acquired like significa- 
tion with ixerefa or ixeota. It implies thus the prostrate 
or urgent entreaty of one seeking refuge. As an intensifying 
of dénaus it is rightly placed after this. — pos tov duvdpyevov 
cofew avtov €x Gavarov] is most naturally referred to mpoc- 
eveyxas (so Calvin, Abresch, al.). To the connecting with 
dejoes Te Kal ixetnpias (Bohme, Bleek, de Wette, Delitzsch, 
Alford, Maier, Moll) we are forced neither by the position 
hefore wera xpavyhs icxupds, nor by the fact of the combina- 

tion of rpoodépecy with the dative being chosen elsewhere in 
the epistle (ix. 14, xi. 4), as it is also the more usual one 
with classical writers, since likewise the conjoining with 
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mpos is nothing out of the way. Comp. eg. Polyb. iv. 51. 2: 
TpoceveyKamevor Tpos Tov "Aya.oy (equivalent to TH “Ayare) 
Tv yap tavtTnv. In the characteristic of God as the One 
who was able to deliver Christ from death, there lies, at the 

same time, the indication of that which Christ implored of 
God. owfevv éx Pavadrouv, however, may denote one of two 
things, either: to save from death, in such wise that it needs 
not to be undergone, thus to preserve from death, or: to save 
out of the death to which one is exposed, so that one does not 
remain the prey of death, but is restored to life. In favour 
of the former interpretation seems to plead the fact that 
Christ, according to the account in the Gospels, in reality 
prayed that He might be spared the suffering of death. 
Nevertheless what decides against this, and in favour of the 
second, is the consideration, in the first place, that Christ in 

reality still suffered death, and then the addition in our verse 
that the prayer of Christ was answered. And then, finally, 
we have to take into account the fact that, according to our 
Gospels also, Christ does not pray absolutely to be preserved 
from death, but makes this His wish dependent upon the will 
of the Father, thus entirely subordinates Himself to the 
Father. — xat eloaxovcbeis amo ths evrdaBelas] and being 
heard by reason of His piety, or fear of God. In this sense 
is evAdBeva (cf. xii, 28) rightly taken by Chrysostom, Photius, 
Oecumenius, Theophylact, the Vulgate (pro sua reverentia), 
Vigil. Taps. Primasius, Lyra, Luther, Castellio, Camerarius, 

Estius, Casaubon, Calov, Seb. Schmidt, Calmet, Rambach, 

Heinrichs, Schulz, Bleek, Bisping, Delitzsch, Riehm (Lehrbegr. 

des Hebrdéerbr. p. 327), Alford, Reuss, Maier, Moll, Kurtz, 
and others. amo, as an indication of the occasioning cause, 
is also of very frequent occurrence elsewhere; cf. Matt. 
xxviii. 4; Luke xix. 3, xxiv. 41; John xxi. 6; Acts x. 14, 

xx, 9, xxii. 11; Kiihner, Gramm. II. p. 270. Christ, how- 

ever, was heard in His prayer, inasmuch as He was raised 

1JIn this explanation Linden on Heb. v. 7-9 (Stud. wu. Krit. 1860, H. 4, 
p- 758 ff.) likewise concurs, only he would have a0 cis <baaBeias separated by a 
comma from that which precedes, and taken in conjunction with that which 
follows. This construction, however, is not natural, inasmuch as ¢uaéev already 
has a nearer definition before and after it, and the linguistic symmetry with the 
foregoing participial clause is destroyed by the ticaxougécis standing alone. 
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out of death, exalted to the right hand of God, and made 

partaker of the divine glory. To be rejected is the explana- 
tion of the word preferred by Ambrose, Calvin, Beza, Cameron, 

Sealer, Schlichting, Grotius, Owen, Hammond, Limborch, 

Wolf, Bengel, Wetstein, Whitby, Carpzov, Abresch, Bohme, 

Kuinoel, Paulus, Klee, Stuart, Stein, Ebrard, Bloomfield, 

Grimm (Theol. Literaturbl. to the Darmstadt A. K-Z. 1857, 
No. 29, p. 665), Hofmann (Schriftocw. II. 1, p. 69, 2 Aufi.), 
and many others, according to which a pregnancy of meaning 
is assumed for the same, and evAdBeva is interpreted in the 
sense of “metus:” “heard (and delivered) from the fear.” 
There is then found expressed in it either the thought (and 
this is the common acceptation) that Christ was delivered 
from His agony of soul by the strengthening on the part of 
the angel, Luke xxii. 43, or evAdBea is understood by 

metonymy of the object of the fear, 7c. death, from which 
Christ was delivered by the resurrection. So, among others, 
Calvin: “ exauditum fuisse Christum ex eo, quod timebat, ne 

scilicet malis obrutus succumberet, vel morte absorberetur ;” 

and Schlichting: “a metu i. e. ab eo, quod metuebat, nimirum 

morte.” But against the first modification of this view pleads 
the fact that the being heard must refer to the same thing as 
that for which Christ had prayed, but from that which pre- 
cedes it is evident that Christ had besought God not for 
deliverance from the agony of soul, but for deliverance from 
death. Against both modifications pleads the fact that the 
strong signification of fear is never expressed by evAdBera. 
Only the mild signification of timidity or awe (whether 
reverential awe of the Godhead, ie. piety, or shyness of 
earthly things), as well as the notion arising from that of 
timidity, namely heedfulness, discretion, circumspectness in 

arranging that which is adapted to the bringing about of a 
definite result, lies in the word; as accordingly also the 
Greeks themselves, particularly the Stoics, expressly dis- 
tinguished from each other gdo8os and etAaBea, and pro- 

nounced doB8os to be worthy of reprobation ; evAdBeva, on the 
other hand, to be a duty. See the instances in Bleek. Nor. 
do the passages anew adduced by Grimm, J.c., Wisd. xvii. 8, 

2 Mace. viii 16, Ecclus. xli. 3, in which the word is 
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supposed to be used in the sense of fear, and the demon- 
strative force of which is acknowledged by Delitzsch (p. 190, 
and Observy. and Correctt.), Riehm (éc.), and Moll, prove 

what they are thought to prove. For in the first-mentioned 
passage we have to understand by xateyédactos evaAadBera 
the perverted, idolatrous, and therefore ridiculous religious 

awe of the Egyptian magicians; the second passage is only 
a dissuasive against standing in any awe of the outward 
superiority in force of the hostile army; and the third, 
finally, against feeling any awe of death, since this is the 
common lot of all men. The notion of mere awe, however, 

is, on account of the preceding strong expressions, peta 
Kpavyis iaxupas Kal Saxpvov, unsuited to our passage.’ 

In addition to this, the assumed constructio praegnans in 
connection with a verb like etcoaxovaO7 vat is, in any case, 

open to doubt, and is not yet at all justified by the alleged 
parallels which have been adduced, namely Ps. xxii. 22 [21] 
C2m3y Ov) 373, which, however, the LXX. did not under- 

stand, and reproduced without pregnancy) ; LXX. Job xxxv. 12 
(éxel xexpakovtas kal ov pa) evoaxoton [xal] amd tBpews 
movnpov, Where, however, avo «.7.d., aS in the Hebrew, refers 

back to the first verb); Ps. cxviii. 5 (Kat émnxovoé pov eis 
N\ / a Jed Ce / \ / 

mAatucpov KUplos); Heb. x. 22 (éppavticpévor tas Kapdias 
’ \ / lal eye \ ’ \ 

amo cuvednoews Trovnpds).— The addition cai etoaxovabeis 

aro THs evAaBelas contains, for the rest, logically regarded, 

merely a parenthetic remark, called forth only by the contents 
of the foregoing participial clause. 

Ver. 8. Kaizep &r vids] belongs together. With Heinrichs 
and others, to construe xaizep with €uafev, and in this way 
to enclose ver. 8 within a parenthesis, is forbidden by the 

1 According to Tholuck, the author has before his mind the first petition of 
the Redeemer in prayer at Gethsemane, the petition with «i dvveréy, in which is 
expressed a condition of ‘‘lingering hesitancy,” of ‘‘detrectatio” (!), which 
also according to him <va¢Bs« exactly indicates. From this hesitancy, which 
with the Redeemer continued just so long as He was absorbed in an abstract 
manner in the greatness of the impending suffering, He was delivered. Thus, 
it is true, the first prayer uttered in this condition remained unfulfilled, but it 
was certainly annulled in the second, wherein His own will had become 
perfectly harmonized with the divine will. So Tholuck. But neither does 
evadGue ever signify ‘lingering hesitancy ” (not even in Plutarch, Fab. Maz. 
ce. 1, where it denotes nothing more than caution or wariness). 
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grammar, since xaivep is never combined with a tempus 
finitum. xaimep @y vios, however, is to be connected neither, 

by virtue of an hyperbaton, with Sdejoes ... mpocevéyxas, 
which Photius (in Oecumenius) and Clarius consider permis- 
sible, but which is already shown to be impossible by means 
of the addition xal elcaxovabels amd Tis evAaBelas, nor yet 
with kal eicaxovobeis amo tis evAaBelas itself (Chrysostom, 
Theophylact). For against the latter xatmwep is decisive, 
according to which the property of Sonship is insisted on as 
something in consequence of which the main statement might 

appear strange; it is not, however, strange, but, on the con- 
trary, congruent with nature,if any one is heard by the Father 
on account of his sonship. «xadep dv vios belongs, therefore, 
to éuabev ad’ ov Erabev tiv bTaKxonv, and serves to bring the 
same into relief by way of contrast. Notwithstanding the fact 
that Christ was a Son, He learned from suffering (learned, in 

that He suffered) obedience, resignation to the will of the 
Father. Comp. Phil. 11. 6-8.— The article before tzaxony 
marks the definite virtue of obedience. The article here cannot 
denote, as Hofmann will maintain (Schriftbew. IL. 1, p. 72, 
2 Aufl.), the obedience “already present,’ or the obedience 
“in which Jesus stood.” For, on the one hand, there must 

then have been previous mention of the obedience of Jesus, 
which is not the case; and then, on the other hand, we cannot 

any longer predicate the learning of a virtue of one in whonr 
this virtue is already present. But altogether, that which 
Hofmann brings out as the import of ver. 8 is a wonderful 
Quid pro quo. Instead of recognising, to wit, in vv. 7, 8 the 
sharply and clearly defined leading statement: 65 év tais 
Kmepals THS capkos avTov.. . euadev... Tv braKony, in 
itself, and in its simply confirmatory relation to ody éavTov 
éd0£acev, ver. 5, Hofmann will have the stress to be laid upon 

the subsidiary defining note af ov éraéev, and then, more- 

over, make the whole weight of the words: k«aéep oy vids, fall 
upon that same ag’ ov émafev! In this way the thought 
expressed in ver. 8 is, forsooth: that Jesus afterwards (!) 
suffered that (!) for the averting of which He had made 
entreaty. The special point is not that He learnt anything as 
Son, nor that He learnt obedience (?!). He did not learn to 

Meyer. —HeEs, 0 
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obey, but the obedience in which He stood, He now (!) or in a 
new manner (!) so learnt, as it should there (!) be exercised, 
where (!) it was a question (!) of suffering. And this is to be 
taken as the meaning, in spite of the fact—apart from all 
other arbitrary assumptions—that we have a@¢’ ov émadev 
written, and not even év ois émafev, which at least must be 

expected as a support for such an exposition as that ? — 
éuabev] The disposition of obedience Christ possessed even 
before the suffering. But this needed, in order to become 
vouched for, to be tested in action. And this continued 

development of the disposition of obedience into the act of 
obedience is nothing else than a practical learning of the virtue 
of obedience. — aro with pavOaver, as Matt. xxiv. 32, xi. 29, 
denoting the starting-point. —dq¢’ dv éraev] well-known 
attraction in place of am’ éxelvwv & érafev.— The combina- 
tion éuadev . . . vader is also of frequent occurrence with the 
classic writers and with Philo. Comp. Herod. i. 207: ta 6¢ 
por waOnpata, éovTa aydpiota, pabipata yéyovev ; Soph. 
Trach, 142 f.: @s & eye Oupopbopa, pnt’ éxudows rabovca ; 
Xenoph. Cyrop. iii. 1.17: waOnpa dpa rhs :oyfs od Déyeus 
elvat THY cadpoctynv, woTEp AUTNV, ov paOnua; Philo, de 
speciall. legg. 6 (with Mangey, II. p. 340): w é« Tod mwabeww 
aby. Many other instances in Wetstein. 

Ver. 9. Kai terevweis] and being brought to consunmation, 
i.e. being crowned with glory by His exaltation to heaven 
(comp. ii. 9, 10), sc. in consequence of the obedience to God 
proved by His sufferings and death. — éyévero] He become. 
Author and Mediator of everlasting blessedness for His 

believers, Christ certainly was even during His earthly life. 
But in an eminent manner, because formally and manifestly 
accredited by God as such, He became so first by His resur- 
rection and exaltation. — waow] perhaps added in order to 
indicate the equal claim of the believing Gentiles also, to the 
salvation in Christ. — trois traxovovow avt@| The expression 
attaches itself in point of form to tv bmaxony, ver. 8, with 

which it forms a paronomasia ; in point of subject-matter it is 
not different from tots mictevovow (iv. 3). Comp. Rom. 
x. 16; 2 Thess. i. 8, al. — The mode of expression: altuoy 
Tite €lvat cwTnplas (comp. Tov apynyov Ths owTnplas 
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av7a@y, ii. 10), is also often met with in Philo, Josephus, and 
the classical writers. Instances in Wetstein, Kypke, and 
Bleek. — The adjective a’@vios with owrnpia in the N. T. 
only here. Comp., however, LXX. Isa. xlv. 17. 

Ver. 10 is not to be separated from ver. 9. by a colon, and 
to be referred back to all that precedes, from ver. 7 onwards 
(Bohme). On the contrary, the statement connects itself 

closely with ver. 9, in that it contains an elucidation of the 
aitios cutnpias aiwviov there found. Christ became for all 
believers author of everlasting blessedness, in that He was 
saluted (or named) of God as High Priest after the manner of 
Melchisedec. That is to say: In order to become the mediate 
cause of salvation for others, Christ must be the possessor of 
high-priestly dignity ; but this was ascribed to Him on the 
part of God in the utterance from the psalm, already cited in 
ver. 6. Bengel: tpoonyopéa, appellatio sacerdotis, non solum 
secuta est consummationem Jesu, sed antecessit etiam passionem, 

tempore Psalmi cx. 4.—To appoint or constitute (Casaubon: con- 
stitutus ; Schulz: proclaimed, publicly declared or appointed ; 
Stengel: declared, appointed ; Bloomfield: being proclaimed 
and constituted) rpocayopeverv, a admaE Neyouevoy in the 

N. T., never means ; but only to address, salute, name. 

Ver. 11—vi. 20. The author is on the point of turning to 
the nearer presentation of the dignity of High Priest after the 
manner of Melchisedec, which pertains to Christ, and thus of 
His superiority over the Levitical high priests. But before he 
passes over to this, he complains in a digression of the low 
stage of Christian knowledge at which the readers are yet 
standing, whereas they ought long ago themselves to have been 
teachers of Christianity ; exnorts them to strive after manhood 
and maturity in Christianity, and with warning admonition 
points out that those who have already had experience of the 
rich blessing of Christianity, and nevertheless apostatize from 
the same, let slip beyond the possibility of recall the Christian 
salvation ; then, however, expresses his confidence that such 
state of things will not be the case with the readers, who have 
distinguished themselves, and still do distinguish themselves, 
by works of Christian love, and indicates that which he desires 
of them,—namely, endurance to the end—while at the same 
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time reminding them of the inviolability of the divine promise 
and the objective certainty of the Christian hope. 

Ver. 11. ITepi 0b] sc. Xpictod apyvepéws Kata thy taEw 
Meryioedéx. To this total-conception, as is also recognised by 

Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. p. 780), is wept ob to be 
referred back. We have to supplement not merely Xpiorov 

(Oecumenius, Primasius, Justinian), because that would be a 

far too general defining of the object, inasmuch as confessedly 
the discourse is not first about Christ in the sequel, but every- 
where throughout the epistle. But neither is Meryioed€éx to 
be supplied to od (Peshito, Calvin [Piscator hesitates between 
this and the following application], Owen, Schottgen, Peirce, 
Semler, Chr. Fr. Schmid, Bleek, de Wette, Tholuck, Alford, 

Maier, ai/.). For even though—a fact to which Bleek appeals 
—the author, after having concluded the digression (vii. 1 f.), 
begins by characterizing this same Melchisedec, yet this 
description is subordinated to a higher aim, that of setting 
forth the high-priestly dignity of Christ ; as surely also the 
reference of vi. 1 ff. to the close of the digression (vi. 20) 
clearly shows, since the former is represented by yap as only 

the development now begun of the main consideration: "Inaovs 
kata thy TaEwy Medrxioedéx apyrepeds yevomevos ets 
Tov alio@va, taken up anew, vi. 20. To take od as a neuter, 
with Grotius, Cramer, Storr, Abresch, Bohme, Kuinoel, Klee, 

Stein, Stengel, Bisping, Delitzsch, Kurtz, and others, and to 
refer it to the high-priesthood of Christ after Melchisedec’s 
manner,—according to which od would thus have to be 
resolved into qept tod mpocayopevOjvat avTov vo Tov Beod 
apxepea kata thy TaEw Medyroedéx,—is possible indeed, but 

not so natural as when it is taken as a masculine, since the 

discourse in that which precedes was about the definite person 
of Christ. — odds nuiv 0 Xeyos] sc. éotiv. Wrongly, because 
otherwise av em must have been added, and because a detailed 

development.of the subject really follows afterwards; Peshito, 
Erasmus, Luther, and others: concerning which we should 

have much to speak. — xai] and indeed. — réyerv] belongs to 
dvaepunvevtos. Heinrichs erroneously joins it with *piv o 
Aoryos. — Even on account of the connectedness of the Aéyew 
with dvoeppjvevtos, but also on account of the preceding 



CHAP. V. 12. 213 

atv, followed by no vpty, it is inadmissible, with Jac. 
Cappellus, Grotius, Peirce, Chr. Fr. Schmid, Valckenaer, 

Kuinoel, and others, to suppose the difficulty of the exposition 
or rendering intelligible of the Noyes to exist on the part of 
the readers, and thus to interpret dvoepynvevtos in the sense of 
dévovontos, 2 Pet. iii. 16. On the contrary, as the author has 

abundant material for discoursing on the subject announced, 
so is it also difficult for the author to render himself intelligible 
thereon to the readers. The ground of this difficulty which 
obtains for him is introduced by the clause with émeé, which 
on that account is to be referred only to duceppnveutos A€éyeur, 
not at the same time (Hofmann) to woAvds piv o Adyos. For 
the rest, Storr and Bleek have already rightly remarked, that 
in the connecting of Aeyos with the two predicates 7rodvs and 
dvcepunvevtos a sort of zeugma is contained, inasmuch as 

Aoyos is to be taken in relation to the first predicate actively, 
in relation to the second passively. On the high-priesthood 
of Christ after the manner of Melchisedec, the author has much 

to speak ; and truly it is difficult for him to make plain to his 
readers the contents or subject of his discourse. — yeyovare] 
characterizes the spiritual sluggishness or dulness of the 
readers not as something which was originally inherent in 
them, but only as something which afterwards manifested 
itself in connection with them. Chrysostom: 70 yap elaeiv 
émel voOpol yeyovate tats axoais Sndodvtos Hv, Ott Tadat 
vylawvov Kal Aaav ioxupol, 7h TpoOvuia Céovtes, Kal VaTepov 
avtTous TovTo Taleiv waptupel.— vwOpos| in the N. T. only 
here and vi. 12.— tats axoais| with regard to the hearing, Le. 
the spiritual faculty of comprehension. Comp. Philo, Quis rer. 
divin, haeres, p. 483 (with Mangey, I. p. 474): év aydyous 
avopidcw, ois @tTa pev eat, axoal bé otk évecw. The 
plural is used, inasmuch as the discourse is of a multitude of 

persons. On the dative, instead of which the accusative might 

have been placed, comp. Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 202. 

Ver. 12. Justification of the reproach: vwOpoi yeyovate tats 
axoais, ver. 11.— Kai yap odeidovtes eivar SidacKaror] for 
when ye ought to have been teachers. Kat gives intensity to 

1 This is erroneously denied by Delitzsch and Alford. Even the two instances 
from Dionys. Halicarn., on which Delitzsch relies, plead against him. 
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the odeidovtes eivar Svddoxaror. Comp. 2 Cor. iii. 10, al. 
Arbitrarily Bloomfield (ed. 8), according to whom an inter- 
mediate link is to be supplied in connection with cal yap: 
“[And such ye are,] for though ye ought, according to the 
time, to be teachers,” ete. — dua tov xypovor] by reason of the 
space of time, v.e. because already so considerable a space of 
time has passed since ye became Christians. In lke manner 
is 6a Tov ypovoy often employed by classical writers. Comp. 
eg. Aelian, Var. Hist. iii. 37: of wavy map’ adtois yeynpa- 
KOTES ... TlVOVoL K@vELOV, OTaV EavTOIs cUVELdaCLY, OTL TpOS 
Ta épya Ta TH TaTpioL AvoITENODVTA AXpHCTOL cio, UTOAN- 
povons 70n Te avtois Kal Ths yvopuns dia Tov ypovov. — As 
regards that which follows, there is a controversy as to whether 
we have to accentuate tiva or tevd. The word is taken as 
an interrogative particle by the Peshito and Vulgate, Augustine, 
Tract. 98 in Joh.; Schlichting, Grotius, Owen, Wolf, Bengel, 

Abresch, Schulz, Kuinoel, Klee, de Wette, Tischendorf, 

Stengel, Bloomfield, Conybeare, Delitzsch, Riehm, Lehrbegr. des 
Hebrierbr. p. 780; Reuss, Maier, Moll, Kurtz, Ewald, Hof- 

mann, and the majority. As an indefinite pronoun, on the 
other hand, it is taken by Oecumenius, Luther, Calvin, Peirce, 

Cramer, Heinrichs, Bohme, Lachmann, Stuart, Bleek, Ebrard, 

Bisping, Alford, Woerner, and others. The latter alone gram- 
matically possible. For in the opposite case, since the subject 

is a varying one in the tempus finitum (ypetav éyere) and the 
infinitive (dvdacKew), either the infinitive passive must be 
written, Tov duddcKecOac vpas, or to the infinitive active a 
special accusative of the subject (perhaps €ué) must be further 
added. Nor is 1 Thess. iv. 9 decisive in opposition hereto, 
since there the reading of Lachmann: ov ypelav éxopev 
ypadewv viv, is the only correct one. See, besides, the remarks 
in my Commentary on the Thessalonians, ad loc. [E. T. p. 118 f.]. 
As, moreover, in a grammatical respect, so also in a logical 
respect is the accentuation t/va to be rejected. For upon the 
adopting thereof the thought would arise, that the readers 
anew required instruction upon the question: which articles 
are to be reckoned among the orovyeia Ths apyis TOY Aoyiwv 
tod Oeod, or else: of what nature these are. But manifestly 
the author is only complaining—as is plain also from the 
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explicative clause: kal yeyovate x.7.A.—of the fact that the 
readers, who ought long ago to have been qualified for instruct- 
ing others, themselves still needed to be instructed in the 
otoyeta, While, for the rest, de Wette and Riehm erron- 

eously find in the indefinite twa “too strong a signification,” 
Delitzsch is equally mistaken in characterizing it as “unmean- 
ing” and “ flat.” With justice does Alford remark, in opposi- 
tion to the last-named: “So far from tw, some one, being, 
as Delitzsch most absurdly says, ‘matt und nichtssagend,’ it 
carries with it the fine keen edge of reproach; gq. d. to teach 
you what all know, and any can teach.” — tuas] preposed to 
the teva, in order to bring into the more marked relief the 
antithesis to efvar SiddcKxado..— The notion of rudimenta 
already existing in Ta otovyeta is made yet more definitely 
prominent by the genitive ts apyjs (Calvin: “quo plus 
incutiat pudoris”). Thus: the very first primary grounds or 
clements, Analogous is the use of the Latin prima rudimenta, 
Justin. vi. 53 Liv. i. 3; prima elementa, Horace, Serm.i.1. 26 ; 

Quintil. L 1. 23, 35; Ovid, Fast. ii. 179. — tev Aoylwy Tod 

Geod] of the utterances of God. Comp. Acts vii. 38; 1 Pet. 
iv. 11; Rom. ui. 2. What is intended is the saving revela- 
tions of Christianity, which God has caused to be proclaimed 
as His word. To think of the Old Testament prophecies, and 
their interpretation and reference to the Christian relations. 
(Peirce, Chr. Fr. Schmid, Schulz, Stengel, and others; comp. 

also Hofmann and Woerner ad Joc.), is inadmissible ; since: 
the expression Ta& Aoyia Tod Oeod, in consideration of its. 
generality, always acquires its nearer defining of meaning only 
from the context, while here, that which was, ver. 12, men- 

tioned as Ta crovyela TIS apyfs TaV Noylwv Tod Oeod, is 
immediately after (vi. 1) designated 6 tis adpyis Tod Xpiorod 
Aoyos. — yeyovate] reminds anew, even as the preceding 

mwadev, of the earlier more gladdening spiritual condition of 
the readers. — yaXaxtos Kal od otepeds Tpodis] On the figure, 
comp. 1 Cor. ill. 2: yada tyas erotica, ob Bpaua. Philo, de 
Agricult. p. 188 (with Mangey, I. p. 301): ’Ezel &€ vyrios 
Kev éoTt yada Tpody, Terelots SE Ta ex TUPOV Téupata, Kai 
Wuyis yadaxtodes pev dy elev tpohal cata thy madiKny 
HALKLaV, TA TIS EYKUKALOV movoLKAs mpoTradevpata® Térevat Sé 
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Kal dvopaow evmpeTrets ai duc dpovijcews kal cwppocvyyns kal 
ataons apeTns Udynynces. Quod omnis probus liber, p. 889 A 

(II. p. 470), al. — By the mk, the author understands the 
elementary instruction in Christianity ; by the solid food, the 
more profound disclosures with regard to the essence of Chris- 
tianity, for the understanding of which a Christian insight 
already more matured is called for. In connection with the 
former, he thinks of the doctrinal topics enumerated vi. 1, 2 
(not, as Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact, 
Primasius, Clarius, and others suppose, of the doctrine of the 

humanity of Christ in contradistinction from that of His God- 
head, which is foreign to the context) ; in connection with the 
latter, mainly of the subject, just the treatment of which will 

pre-eminently occupy him in the sequel,—the high-priesthood 
of Christ after the manner of Melchisedec. — The statement 

of ver. 12 has been urged by Mynster (Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 
1829, H. 2, p. 338), Ebrard, and others, in proof that the 

Epistle to the Hebrews cannot have been addressed to the 
Palestinean congregations, particularly not to the congregation 

at Jerusalem. The tenor of the verse might, it is true, appear 
strange, considering that the congregation at Jerusalem was 
the parent congregation of all the others, aud out of its midst 
had proceeded the most distinguished teachers of Christianity. 
Nevertheless this last fact is not at all called in question by 
the statement of the verse. For the author has present to his 
mind the condition of the congregation as it was in his own 
time; he is addressine—in favour of which also da tov 
xpovov pronounces—a second generation of Palestinean Chris- 
tianity. The narrow-minded tendency, however, which this 
second generation had assumed, instead of advancing in its 
erowth to the recognition of the freedom and universality of 
Christianity as the most perfect religion, might well justify 
with regard to it the utterance of a reproach such as we here 
meet with. Only thus much follows from the words,—what 

is also confirmed by xiii. 7,—that when the author wrote, 

James the Lord’s brother had already been torn from the con- 
eregation at Jerusalem by death, since he would otherwise 
certainly have written in another tone. 

Vv. 13, 14. Establishing of the yeyovate ypelav éxov7es 
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yaraKTos Kal ov atEepeas TpoPpis, ver. 12. Sense: for it zs 
universally characteristic of him who (in a spiritual respect) has 

need of milk, that he is, because not of ripe age, still inexperienced 

in the oyos Sexatocvyns; and this is Just your case. Solid 
food, on the other hand, 7s proper only for the tédevor; Tédevor, 

however, ye are not yet. In connection with this acceptation 
of the words, there is no occasion for finding anything out of 
place in the yap in relation to that which precedes, and either, 
with Storr, making it co-ordinate with the yap, ver. 12, and 
referring it back like this to ver. 11,—which on account of 
the figure vv. 13, 14, retained from ver. 12, is already seen to 

be inadmissible,—or for saying, with Bleek and Bisping, that 
the progress of thought would come out more naturally if the 
author had written: mas yap 0 amecpos Aoyou SiKavocvvys 
METEVEL YaNAKTOS* VITLOS Yap é€aTLV.—O peTéxwv YyddaKTOS] 
he who (in a spiritual respect) partakes of milk, i.e. only in 
this possesses his nourishment, is not in a position to take in 
solid food. Bengel: Lacte etiam robusti vescuntur, sed non 
lacte praecipue, nedum lacte solo. Itaque notantur hoe loco 
ii, qui nil denique nisi lac aut capiunt aut petunt. — dzeipos 
Aoyou Sixatocvvys] se. éotiv, he is still inexperienced in the word 
of righteousness. Expositors have almost without exception 
been guided by the presupposition (as also Bleek, de Wette, 
Tholuck, Kurtz still are) that Aoyos Seeavocvvys is only a 
varying form of expression for the same idea as is expressed, 
vy. 12, 14, by oreped tpody, or, vi. 1, by redevoTns. Aoyos 
dixavocvvns has then either been taken as equivalent to Adyos 
dixacos or Tédevos, and the higher, more perfect type of doctrine 
found indicated in the expression. So Schlichting (“ sermo 
justitiae videtur positus pro sermone justo, h. e. perfecto ac 

solido”), Grotius (“ Hic S:cacoovvns dixit pro TedevoTNTOS .. . 
et genitivus est pro adjectivo”’), Abresch (“ doctrina vel insti- 
tutio justa, h. e. perfecta, plena, omnia complectens, quae ad 
perspicuam distinctamque pertineant doctrinae Christianae 
intelligentiam ”), Schulz (“that true [rightly so called] higher 
doctrine”), Kuinoel, Bisping, Kurtz, and many others. Or 
duxavocvyns has been more correctly regarded as genitive of 
the object. In the latter case dseacocvvy is taken either, as 
Michaelis, ad Peire., with an appeal to the Hebrew A?7¥,in 
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the sense of dd7j@eva, as the doctrine of the essence of the 

matter itself, in opposition to the typical figures thereof; or 
Noyos Suxacocvvys is understood specially, as by Oecumenius, 
of the Aoyos wept THs OedTnTos Tod Kupiov, or, as by Carpzoy, 
of the: “doctrina de sacerdotio Jesu Christi Melchisedeciano, 

quae dicitur 0 Aoyos Suxavocdvns propterea, quia Melchisedecus, 
vi nominis, Bacwrevs Scxavocvyns vertitur, vii. 2, eaque appel- 
latio ad Christum sacerdotem applicatur, cujus mpémov fuit 

TAnpacar Tacav Sixatoovvnv, Matt. iii. 15;” or the words 

are made to refer, as by Primasius, Zeger, Bengel, de Wette, 

and others, to intellectual and moral perfection in general, as 

also already Chrysostom, who explains the expression by 77 
advo dirocopia (and after him Theophylact), leaves us the 
choice of understanding the Plos dxpos kal HxpiBmpévos 
(according to Matt. v. 20), or tov Xpioctov Kat tov wrpnrov 
wept avtov doyov. But the fundamental presupposition, out 

? Delitzsch, too, with an allusion to the use of pty, av, om, takes 

Bixaiotvn aS a Synonym of eavéee; but will then have the genitive Bix ccsoruyns 
looked upon not as expressing the contents, but as a defining of the quality of 

Aéyos, and will interpret acyos of the faculty of speech. Thus, then, Adyos 
dixesoouyns is taken to mean: ‘‘ the faculty of speaking in accordance with right- 
eousness,” i.e, the ‘‘ discourse on spiritual things which is guided in strict accord 
with the norm of the true, and harmoniously combines all the factors of the 
case, proportionately regarded, without leaving one of them out of sight;” and 
in ver. 13 is supposed to be contained the following ‘‘ most rigid connection of 
ideas:” ‘‘he who must still receive milk is still ignorant of rightly-constituted, 
i.e. vight-teaching or orthodox, discourse; for he is a child only beginning to 

lisp, and not yet capable of speech.” This strange view, based upon the incom- 
prehensible grounds, that ‘‘ since vias (from vz aud és) denotes one incapable 
of speech, an infant, there is a presumption in favour of Adyes in &xreipos Asyov 
aixaoovvn: having the signification of faculty of speech,—and this signification is 

here the more probable in regard to the aicéar7pa« occurring in the antithetic 
parallel clause, inasmuch as ¢ Aéyos, in the sense of language, is met with 
countless times in Philo along with the «izénois or the rivers aiséiocs, of which 
the organs are known as «iséar#pia,”—hears its refutation upon the face of it. It 
is not at all suitable to the connection, as Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebrderbr. 
p. 734) and Alford have already observed ; since according to this there is no 

question as to the faculty for speaking on spiritual subjects, but only as to the 
faculty for understanding the same. — As ‘‘ discourse ” will Hofmann also have 
ayes interpreted, in that he fully subtilizes the notion lying in &xasuodyn, and 
finds indicated by the total expression asyor dxasoodvns only ‘correct discourse.” 
For, according to him, the words ver. 13 are used in their most literal sense, and 

allude to the fact that he who is still fed with milk at the maternal breast is as 
yet no judge of correct discourse ! 
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of which all these interpretations have sprung, is an erroneous 
one. For the emphasis falls not upon Adyou Stxacocvyys, but 
upon the dmespos, on that account preposed. Not for a non- 
possession of the Adyos Stxaocdvys, but only for a want of 
experience in the same, only for an insufficient, schoolboy’s 
knowledge of it, does the author blame the readers. The 
Acyos Suxacocvvns in itself, therefore, stands as indifferently 

related to the notion of the orepea tpopy or TedeLoTns as to 
the notion of the crovyeta, to which Ebrard reckons it. Only 

by the more or less exhaustive imparting of its subject-matter 
does it become the one or the other. For the word of rght- 
eousness is nothing more than a periphrasis of Christianity or 
the gospel, inasmuch as just the righteousness availing with 
God’ is the central-point of its contents. Quite analogous to 
this mode of designation is the Pauline characterization of the 
gospel office of teaching by 7 dcaxovia Tis Suxavocvyns, 2 Cor. 
iii. 9, and of the teachers of Christianity by dvdxovoe dixaro- 
cuvns, 2 Cor. xi. 15; on which account also it is unnecessary, 

for the justification of the expression chosen, with Bleek, 
Bisping, and Maier, to assume an allusion to the exposition of 
the name Melchisedec, Baciredls Sixacocdvns, given vii. 2. — 

vymios yap €or] for he is still a babe, a novice in Chris- 
tianity. Setting forth of the naturalness of the azrecpos Noyou 
OvKatoovvns. 

Ver. 14. The opposition: for perfect or more matured 

1 Of the righteousness availing with God (comp. also xi. 7), have Beza, Jac. 
Cappellus, Peirce, Storr, Klee, Tholuck, Bleek, Stein, Ebrard, Bloomfield, and 
others already rightly interpreted d:x«sordvm, — In the above exposition, Alford, 
Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebriierbr. p. 733), and Woerner have concurred; save 

that, according to Riehm, by virtue of an over-refined distinction, the gospel is 
not called the word of righteousness ‘‘ because the righteousness availing with God 
is the central-point of its contents,” but ‘‘ because it leads to righteousness ; 
because, by its proclamation to man, the possibility is created and the oppor- 
tunity is afforded of entering into a condition of the rightness of his relation to 
God, inasmuch, namely, as he assumes a believing attitude towards the word 

proclaimed.” But why should the author, familiar as he was with Paul’s 

manner of teaching, and attaching his own doctrinal presentation thereto,— 
albeit with independence of character,—have shrunk from recognising, as the 
central theme of the gospel, ‘‘the righteousness which avails with God,” since 

even this was only a general notion, which did not exclude a peculiar conception 
and treatment, where it was a question of the development of details, and 
insistance thereon ? 
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Cliistians, on the other hand (and only for them), is the solid. 
food. — reXeiwy is with emphasis preposed. — trav diva tTHv 
é&iy x.7..] more precise characterizing of the tédevoe: for 
those who, ete. — &&s] like the following aic@nryp.ov, in the 

N. T. a draé Aeyopuevov. It corresponds to the Latin habitus, 

and is used in particular of the condition produced by use and 
wont. Here it denotes the capacity or dexterity acquired by 
practice. Comp. Quintil. x. 1. 1: firma quaedam _facilitas, 

quae apud Graecos é&s nominatur.— ta aicOntnpial the 
organs of the senses; transferred to that which is spiritual : 
the power of apprehension. Comp. LXX. Jer. iv. 19: 7a 
aicOntnpia THs Wuyhs pov. — yeyupvacpéva] Predicate ; 
literally : as exercised. On the whole turn of discourse, comp. 
Galen, De dignot. puls. 3 (in Wetstein): Os pev yap... TO 
aicOntnpiov exer yeyupvacpévoy tkav@s ... oUTOS aplaTos av 
Elin yvOpmov. —mpos Sidkpiow K.T.r.] for the distinguishing of 
good and bad. The words may be taken with yeyuyvacpuéva, 

or they may be taken with the whole expression yeyupvac- 
péva éexovtov. The cadov te cal caxov, however, is to be 

understood of the right and the wrong, or of the wholesome and 

the pernicious, not, with Stein, of that which is morally good or 
evil. Chrysostom: viv od epi Biov abt@ o Aoyos, 6tav NEY’ 
mpos OlaKpisiy Kadov Kal KaKkod (ToOUTO yap TavTl avOpwTw 
Suvatov eldévat Kat evKoAov) AANA Tepl Soypatov UyLov Kal 
iwnrav, SiepOappévwv TE Kal TaTrEWar, 



CITAP. VI. PAIRS 

CHAPTER’ V'T. 

Ver. 2. Instead of the Recepta d:dax%¢, Lachm. reads 6:da7). 
But the accusative has the support only of Band the Latin 
translation in D (doctrinam), and is a mere transcriber’s error. 
— Ver. 3. Elz.: corqoowey, after BK LS, It. Vule. Basm. Copt. 
Syr. utr. Ambrose. Retained by Lachm. Tisch. and Bloomfield. 
Defended also by Reiche. But as more original, on account of 
the symmetry with ¢gepaueda, ver. 1, appears the conjunctive 
soimowmev, already commended to notice by Griesbach; ap- 
proved by Bleek, Delitzsch, and Alford. It is attested by the 
strong authority of A C D E, 23, 31, 39, al. mult., Arm. Chrys. 
(codd.) Theodoret (comment.), Oecum. Damasc.— Ver. 7. :7’ 
aury¢| B** 213, 219** al.: ix’ aisyy. Alteration in favour of 
the more prevailing linguistic usage. —To the Recepta zo2- 
Adxis épxouevov, Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. Delitzsch, Alford have 
preferred the order épyémevov roAAGurs. The external accredit- 
ing is for both substantially equal. The Recepta is attested by 
AC KL, Vulg.; Lachmann’s reading by B D E ¥, 37, 116, al., 
It. Syr. utr. Copt. ai. But in favour of the originality of the 
latter pleads the greater euphony, for which the author is wont 
to show a predilection. — Ver. 9. The mode of writing xpsso- 
sova, followed by Bengel, Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. Alford, a/., after 
the precedent given by the Edd. Complut. and Plantin., instead 
of the Recepta xpeisrova, is here required by A BC D*** (E ?) 
Lx, al. Otherwise, i. 4, vii. 7, and frequently. — Ver. 10. zai 
sig a&yaans| Elz. Matthaeli: 2a/ rod uérov r7¢ &ydans. But 
ro¥ xovov is wanting in A BC D* E* x, 6, 31, 47, al., Syr. utr. 
Erp. Basm. Aeth. Arm. Vulg. Clar. Germ., with Chrys. (twice) 
Antioch: Theoph. Jerome. Already condemned by Beza, Mill, 
Bengel, al. Tightly deleted by Griesb. Knapp, Lachm. Scholz, 
Tisch. Alford, Reiche, and others. Gloss from 1 Thess. i. 3. — 
Ver. 14. Elz. Griesb. Matthaei, Scholz, Tisch. 2, Bloomfield, 
Reiche: 4 ~%». Instead thereof, Lachm. Tisch. 1, 7, and 8, and 
Alford have «# wv. The latter, approved also by Bleek and 
others, is, on account of the weighty authority of A B(C L**: 
i 474) D (D corr.: &# wy) E8, 17, 23, al., Didym. Damasc. Vulg. 
It. Ambrose. Bede (: nisi), to be Jooked upon as the original 
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reading. 7 “%y is a later conversion of the non-Greek expres- 
sion of the LXX. into Greek. — Ver. 16. cvdpara piv yap] So 
Elz. Griesb. Matthaei, Scholz, Tisch. 2 and 7, Bloomfield, and 
Alford. But wév is wanting in A B D* 8, 47, 52, Cyril. 
Rightly rejected by Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. 1 and 8.—Ver. 18. 
ésév] Bleek and Tisch. 8, after A C 8*, 17, 52, Cyril, Didym. 
Chrys. al.; rv de6v.— Ver. 19. Instead of the Recepta dopar7%, 
which is confirmed also by the Codex Sinaiticus, Lachm., in the 
stereotype edition, writes, after A C D*: dogar7%» (so also 
Tisch. 7), in the larger edition: dcgary4v But the form is 
hardly to be justified. Yet comp. Winer’s Gramm. 7 Aufl. p. 64. 

Vv. 1-—3. It is disputed whether in these verses the author 
carries out his purpose of advancing, with the pretermission of 
the Christian elementary instruction, to objects of deeper 
Christian knowledge ; or whether there is contained in the 
same a summons to the readers, no longer to cling to the 
doctrines of the first principles of Christianity, but to strive to 
reach beyond them and attain to Christian maturity and per- 
fection." The former supposition is favoured by Primasius, 

1 Delitzsch and Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebrierbr. p. 781 f.), to whom Maier, 

Kluge, Kurtz, and Woerner have given in their adhesion, have thought to be 
able to escape the stringency of the above cither...or... They will have 
us recognise the one to the non-exclusion of the other, in that they find expressed 
at the same time the exhortation to the readers to strive after the reacarns, and 
the design of the writer to lead forward the readers to the rsAsrns. But this 
(comp. also Reiche, Comment. Crit. p. 37, note 2) is an unnatural, absolutely 

impossible assumption. The announcement of the author’s design to advance 
to a more difficult section of his disquisition, and the exhortation to the 
endeavour after Christian maturity addressed to others, are two so mutually 
irreconcilable declarations, as not possibly to admit of being compressed at the 
same time into the Qép:o@as taxi, ver. 1, and rodro rasziv, ver. 3. Just as little can 

at the same time be indicated by reasorns, ver. 1, the condition of ripe age in 

Christianity, and the Christian teaching activity of another in reference to higher 

things. If, therefore, the author had designed to express hoth together,—alike 
an incitement of the readers, as also the carrying out of his own intention, —he 
must necessarily have brought under review each one separately, 7.e. first the 

one and then the other. In addition to this, there is the further consideration 

that the view of Delitzsch and Richm bears the character of half measures. For 
they do not even venture to push it to a consistent conclusion, in thatsurely the 
same two-sidedness of reference which attaches to the principal verb papeetc 

(and to the retro xoiZcwusv which resumes the thought of the same), must also 
attach to the participles 2¢éyres and xaraBarAacueves ; but as it is, the participles 
are supposed to have grammatically, it is true, the same two-sided subject as 
the principal verbs ; logically, on the other hand, to refer preponderantly (i.e. 

according to the preceding remark in Delitzsch, p. 209, init. : exclusively) to the 

author ! 
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Luther, Vatablus, Zeger, Estius, Cornelius a Lapide, Piscator, 

Schlichting, Grotius, Owen, Limborch, Wolf, Bengel, Peirce, 

Cramer, Michaelis, Morus, Storr, Abresch, Heinrichs, Kuinoel, 

Klee, de Wette, Stengel, Tholuck, Bloomfield, Bisping, Reiche 
(Comment. Crit. p. 56 sqq.), Conybeare, Reuss, M‘Caul, 
Hofmann (Komm. p. 231), and many others; the latter, on 
the other hand, by Chrysostom, Theodoret, Photius, Gennadius 

(in Oecumenius), Theophylact, Faber Stapulensis, Calvin, 

Clarius, Justinian, Jac. Cappellus, Bohme, Stuart, Bleek, Ebrard, 

Hofmann (Schrifthew. I. p. 636, 2 Aufl), Moll, and others. 
The connection with the preceding and following context 
decides against the first acceptation and in favour of the 
second. The author has just now charged the readers with 
dulness, and complained that they are still children in Chris- 
tian understanding. It is not possible, therefore, that he 
should now continue in thé strain: “on that account he pur- 
poses, passing over the doctrines of the initial stage, to treat in 
his address of objects of higher, profounder Christian know- 

ledge;” whereas, on the other hand, the exhortation to ascend 
to a higher stage fittingly links itself to the complaint of the 
lower standpoint of the readers, which still continues un- 
changed notwithstanding all legitimate expectation to the 
contrary. No wonder, then, that expositors have been forced, 

in connection with the first-named explanation, to have 
recourse to arbitrary interpretations of the 610, vi. 1; either 
in completing the idea, as Grotius, Tholuck, Bloomfield, 
Bisping, and others, by: “ therefore, because surely no one of 
you wishes to remain a vijmos,’—which, however, as the 

middle term, must have been expressly added, since no reader 
could divine this from that which precedes,—or in referring it, 

as Schlichting and Reuss, to the first words of v. 11: zrept 
oD TONS uly O AOYOS Kal SucEpunveuTos Aéyerv, and regarding 
all that intervenes in the light of remarks appended by way 

of parenthesis,—which, nevertheless, is to be rejected, even on 
account of the intimate connection of dvaepprvevtos réyev, 

v. 11, with the following évet «.7.X.,—or finally, what is 

lexically impossible, denying to it a causal signification, and 
then translating it either, as Morus, by “ yet” (doch), or, as 

Zachariae, by “nevertheless” (indessen), or as Abresch, by 
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vero, enimvero. — But no less does the coherence with that 

which follows decide against the first interpretation and in 
favour of the second. For it is quite comprehensible how the 
reason given, ver. 4 ff., should be able to lend emphasis to a 

preceding exhortation, but not how the declaration of the 
author, that he now intended to pass over to more difficult, 

more profound themes for instruction, should be explained 
thereby. (See onvv. 4-6.) In adévtes there lies no decisive 
eround in favour of either the one or the other view (against 
de Wette, Bisping, and others), and émt tv redXecdTnTa, as also 

OepédXvov KataBadropevot, is more relevant to the case of the 
readers than to that of the author (vide infra). — Avo] there- 
fore, te. since the solid food is suited only to réAevoz, ye, 
however, do not yet belong to the number of the 7réXevor. — 
agvévat| is not only employed by orators and historians to 
indicate that they intend to pass over some subject or leave it 
unmentioned (comp. e.g. Demosth. de Falsa Legat. p. 433, 28: 
TaVvTa Ta GdAda adels, & Tavtes byeis tote épw), but serves 
with equal frequency to denote the leaving unnoticed or 
leaving aside of an object in actual conduct. Comp. eg. Mark 
vil. 8: adévres tHv évtor vy Tod Beod Kpateite THY Tapadocw 
tav avOporav; Luke v. 11: adévtes mavta jKodrovOncav 
avta; Eurip. Androm. 393: addrXa THY apyhv adpels mpos THY 
TeXevTHV, UoTepav ovcav, déepn; In our passage it is the 
leaving aside of the lesser, in order to reach beyond it and 

attain to the higher. Entirely akin to the adsévae tov Tis 
apyns ToD Xpictod Aoyov is that which Paul, Phil. i. 14, 
denotes as émivavOavecOa. ta omicw. As in the passage 
named Paul speaks of a forgetting of that already attained 
upon the path of Christian perfection, only with a glance at 
the goal as yet unattained, and not in an absolute sense,—as 
though he would in reality deny all actual significance to that 
which was already attained,—quite so does the author of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews stir up the readers to an agvévae Tov 
THs dpxis tod Xpictov Aoyov, only inasmuch as they are 
called to rise, beyond that which forms a mere preliminary 
stage, to something higher, without in any way implying 

thereby that the tis dpyfs tod Xpictod Noyos, which cer- 
tainly, as a base presupposed as already present, remains 
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necessary for all subsequent building, should at all cease to be 
their possession. The objection, that d@pevres cannot be referred 
to the readers, because instead of a leaving aside (letting go) 
a holding fast or renewing of the ris apyijs tod Xpictob 
ANoyos must rather be demanded as a means for attaining to 
the reXevotns, has therefore no force. Comp. Calvin: Jubet 

autem omitti ejusmodi rudimenta, non quod eorum oblivisci 
unquam debeant fideles, sed quia in illis minime est haerendum. 
Quod melius patet ex fundamenti similitudine, quae mox 
sequitur. Nam in exstruenda domo nunquam a fundamento 
discedere oportet; in eo tamen jaciendo semper laborare 
ridiculum. — tov Ths dpyis tod Xpicrod royov] the word of 
the beginning concerning Christ, i.e. the Christian doctrine in its 
first rudiments or elements. 77s apy%s locks together with 
Tov Aoyov into a single notion, and upon this total-notion 
tov Xptotovd depends. The whole expression, however, 
amounts to the same thing as was before (v. 12) denoted by 
Ta oToLyEla THS apyijs TOV Noyiwy Tod Oeod.— 4 TedeLOTNS] 
in connection with our apprehension of vv. 1—3, determines 
itself naturally as perfection, 7c. manhood and maturity in 
Christianity, and that in an intellectual respect, not in an 
ethical or practical one, in which latter sense the expression 
has been accepted—arbitrarily, because opposed to the con- 

nection with v. 11-14—by Chrysostom (@ios dpuotos), 
Gennadius (xypyo77) modutela Kal Ths wictews a&ia), Photius 
() év tats apetais mpoxory, 1) TOV OrXpewv Kal Siwmypov Kat 
TEelpagcwav vTo“ovn), Oecumenius (7 Tov Epywyv Pirocodpia), 
Clarius (non solum superioris illius de Christo theologiae 
comprehensio, quantum homini fas est, verum etiam profectus 
in virtutes et afflictionum persecutionumque tolerantia), and 
others. Those who find in vv. 1—3 a statement of the author 

concerning his intention, must naturally understand TENELOTNS 

of the perfection of doctrine, 7c. of the deeper disclosures with 
regard to Christianity. But this is, at all events, a forced 
interpretation of the simple notion of the word, such as neither 

corresponds to the usage in other cases (comp. Col. iii. 14), 
nor in our passage appears in keeping with the context. For, 
since immediately before the discourse was of TéXevou in 
opposition to vivo, so here only the condition of the 

Meyer. —HEx. Ne 
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7éhevov can consistently with nature be the meaning of the 
TedecoTns. Had the author intended the perfection of 

doctrine, he must at least have written évt ta tév Terelwv 
instead of émt tiv téXevoTnTa; for only in this way would he 
have acquired a notion corresponding to the preceding 1) oreped 
tpody, v. 14. — dep@ueOa] The author includes himself in 
the exhortation (cf. iv. 14, al.), and thereby tempers the same. 
hépecOae eri Tt, to be carried away to something, to strive 
with zeal after something.— Ocuédwov xataBarrecbat] a 
formula fully current in later Greek style (Dionys. Halicarn. 
iii. 69; Josephus, Antig. xi. 4. 4, al. [whereas Paul and Luke 
employ ti@évat, 1 Cor. iii. 10; Luke vi. 48, xiv. 29), to 
denote the laying of the foundation. Even on account of the 
usualness of this mode of speech, it is quite a misapprehension 

of the meaning when Ebrard would here vindicate for cata- 
Badrec Oar the signification: “demolish.” But also the posi- 
tion of the word decides against this, since eataBadXopevoe 
must have its place before Qeywédcov, whereas the placing of tt 
after shows that the emphasis must fall upon @epédeov, not 
upon the verb; @euédvov thus stands in antithesis to the follow- 
ing TerevoTnTa. The participial clause: 2 waduv Oewércov 
Kata. «.T.r., accordingly forms an elucidation to agévtes Tov 
Tis apxis tov Xpictod royov.— The genitive petavoias, 

etc., indicates the material with which the foundation is laid, 

and, indeed, each two of the instances named belong together, 
so that three pairs of the first principles of Christianity are 
enumerated. The article before the single substantives is 
omitted throughout; not, as Bohme and Bleek suppose, out 
of a consideration for the rhythm, lest otherwise the articles 
should too greatly accumulate, but because the sense is: with 
things such as wetavova, etc.— Further, as subject in «ata- 
Baddopevor we have to regard the readers of the epistle (not the 
author), because the same subject is presupposed for the 
petadvora and the Geuérrov KataBddrecOa ; but the pwera- 
vova, which cannot denote the doctrine of the change of mind, 

—since otherwise, as with the words in ver. 2, the addition of 
dvday7 could not have been wanting,—but expresses the act 
of the change of mind itself, beyond doubt relates to the 
readers of the letter, not to the author. — Not anew are the 
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readers to lay the foundation by petavora amo vexpav épywv 
and awiotis éwt Oeov; since this foundation has with them 
already been laid, it is now thus only a question of continuing 

to build upon the foundation laid. Not in such wise are they 
accordingly to behave, that the primary requirement of turn- 

ing from the épya vexpa and having rio7s towards God, must 
ever afresh be made with regard to them. — The construction 
petavola amo, as with petavoety, Acts viii. 22; LXX. Jer. 
vill, 6.— amd vexpov épyov] By vexpa the works are not 
characterized as sinful, and by sin oceasioning death (Piscator, 
Schlichting, Jac. Cappellus, Limborch, Peirce, Abresch, Bisping, 

Stuart, and others), nor as defiling, as according to the law of 
Moses contact with a dead body defiled (Michaelis, a/.), but as 
in themselves vain and fruitless [see on ix. 14]. Perhaps the 
author has—what is on no sufficient grounds contested by 
KR. Kosthn (Theol. Jahrbb. von Baur und Zeller, 1854, H. 4, 
p. 469 ff, Remark), Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. p. 568), 
and Kurtz—hbefore his mind the service of works under the 
Mosaic law, from which the readers had not yet been able to 
free themselves. A contradiction, as Riehm supposes (ic. 
p. 835 f.), of the fact recognised, p. 16, that wiores with the 

author of the Epistle to the Hebrews does not, as with Paul, 
involve an opposition to the vowos and the épya vopouv, lies not 
in this expression. For neither in our passage is mention 

made of vexpa épya in relation to ictus, but only in relation 
to the factor of the metdvosa which precedes the wiotis. — 
Kal Tiatews eri Gedy] The positive reverse side to the negative 
peTavolas amo vexpav épyov. The ideas conveyed by the 
petavoeiy and muorevew, the wetadvora and the miotis, likewise 

associated with each other, Mark i. 15; Acts xx. 21. These 
words, however, are to be understood, as Abresch, Bleek, and 

others rightly insist, in accordance with the signification, 
which the author is otherwise wont to attach to wiéotws, of the 

believing confidence in God, as the one who in part has 

already fulfilled the promises of salvation given in the person 
of Jesus Christ, in part will yet completely fulfil them. 

Ver. 2. Barticpav Sidayijs] We have not to divide by a 
comma, with Cajetan, Luther, Hyperius, Sykes, Semler, 

Morus, Heinrichs, Schulz, de Wette, Conybeare, and others 
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[after the Syriac], in such wise that Bamricpot and Sdidayn 
are each separately enumerated as a particular subject for 
elementary instruction in Christianity. d4sday7) must in this 
case mean the elementary instruction in Christianity con- 
nected with baptism, imparted either before or after the same. 
But since, at the close of the verse, the dvdotacis vexpar 

and the xpiwa ai®vioy are mentioned, while the treatment of 
these subjects for teaching belonged equally to the first stage 
of instruction in Christianity, it is not easy to perceive why, 
in addition to that duday7, these two points, presupposed in 
the same, should be brought into special relief by the author. 
Then there is the consideration that all the particulars which 
are mentioned before and after as constituent parts of the 
Oewédcov, are designated by a double expression. Seeing the 
care bestowed by the author upon the symmetrical pro- 
portions of his discourse, we should therefore naturally be 
led to regard Particpev didayijs as a corresponding double 
expression. But even as thus apprehended the expression is 
capable of a twofold explanation. The question, namely, 

is whether the author is speaking of Bamtiucpot didaxyqs 
or of a Bawticpov didayy. In the first case baptisms 
with a view to doctrine are meant, in the second znstruction 

concerning baptisms. In the first acceptation the term is 
taken by Bengel, Michaelis, Maier, Kurtz, as also Winer, 

Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 181 (less decidedly, 5 Aufl. p. 217); in 
the last, by Bleek and the majority. Against the first view 
pleads, on the one hand, the fact that the addition dvdayijs 

would be something too little characteristic, almost unmean- 
ing, since a Christian baptism, not preceded, accompanied, or 

followed by instruction in the fundamental doctrines of 
Christianity, would be something inconceivable ; on the other 
hand, that in this way the erroneous secondary meaning 
would arise, that there were, in addition to the Christian 

baptisms with a view to doctrine, also other Christian 
baptisms. We follow, therefore, the second mode of interpre- 
tation. In connection with this the plural Bamrecper still 
presents some difficulty. Gerhard, Dorscheus, Ernesti, M‘Lean, 
Stuart, and others arbitrarily set aside this difficulty, in that 

they suppose just the plural to be placed for the singular. 
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But neither is the plural to be explained by the assumption 
that respect is had to the proneness of the Hebrews for often 
repeating the Christian baptism, in conformity with the many 
Bartiocpoi in Judaism (Oecumenius, Theophylact), or, at the 
same time, to the outward and inner baptism (Grotius, 
Whitby, Braun, Brochmann; Reuss: la différence du baptéme 
deau et du baptéme desprit). Just as little by the supposi- 
tion that reference is made to a plurality of baptismal 
candidates or baptismal acts (Theodoret, Primasius, Beza, Er. 
Schmid, Owen, Heinrichs, a/.), or to a repeated immersing of 

the candidate. Most in its favour has the opinion of Jac. 
Cappellus, Seb. Schmidt, Schottgen, Wolf, and others, in which 

more recently also Bohme, Kuinoel, Klee, Bleek, Stengel, 
Tholuck, Bloomfield, Bisping, Delitzsch, Riehm (Lehrbegr. des 
Hebréerbr. p. 724), Alford, and Moll have concurred ; namely, 
that the author is thinking not so much of Christian baptism 
in itself, or exclusively, as along with it at the same time 
of the relation of the same to the Jewish lustrations, and 

perhaps also to the baptism of John. This view appears at 
least to acquire a point of support from ix. 10, according to 
which the readers still continued to esteem the washings 
enjoined by the Mosaic law as of importance for Christians 
too. Yet it seems to be precarious, with Jac. Cappellus, 
Bleek, and others, to urge in favour of this acceptation the 
distinction that in the N. T. only Bamticpa is used for 
Christian baptism in the proper sense of the term, Bamtuc- 
os, on the other hand, being in the N. T. a word of wider 
signification (ix. 10; Mark vii. 4); precarious, because the 
expression Bdawticua not occurring at all with the author of 

the Epistle to the Hebrews [as also Josephus designates the 
rite of John only by Bamrticpos, the action by Bamruots, 
Antiq. xviii. 5. 2], with regard to his usage in this respect 

thus nothing can be determined. —In close inner connection 
with the Bawricpot stands the éwidecis yerpav. As 
therefore the readers ought no longer to be in need of teaching 
concerning the nature of the former (and concerning its pre- 
eminence over the kindred institutions of Judaism), so was it 
also to be reasonably expected that they should experience a 
necessity for being instructed concerning the nature of the 
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latter (and concerning the eminent blessings which attend 
thereon). The reference is to that laying on of hands by 
which those previously baptized were fully received into the 
communion, and through which the reception of the Holy 
Ghost was wont to be vouchsafed to them. Comp. Acts 
viii. 17 ff., xix. 6. From this close inner connectedness of 

the évi@ecis yerpov with the Bamticpoi results that, also as 
regards the external arrangement of words, the genitive 
émtGécews does not depend immediately upon Oeuédov, but 
like Barticuov upon didaxs. But, moreover, even the fol- 

lowing genitives, dzvagTacews and xplwaros, are, as rightly 
apprehended by Storr, Bohme, Ebrard, Bisping,’ Delitzsch, 
Alford, Moll, and Woerner, governed by dsdaxy4s. For not by 
the resurrection of the dead, and the everlasting judgment 
itself, since these facts’ will first unfold themselves in the 

future, but only by the doctrine thereof can the foundation 
be laid in Christianity. It would, however, be arbitrary to 

assign to the words avdotaow and xpiwa in themselves a 
signification which they can only have in combination with 
the foregoing dcéayijs. A grammatical harshness (de Wette) 
is not to be discovered in this construction, on account of the 

close connection of the last clauses by means of ve and te 
kat; any more than de Wette is right in regarding 

Barticuav diayijs, in the mode of interpretation above 

followed, as an unnatural trajection without an example in 

the writings of our author; for PBamtTicpav is preposed 
because the emphasis rests on that word, and an analogon 
in our epistle is already afforded by the wvevpatos dyiou 
peptopols, ii. 4.— dvactdceds Te vexpoyv Kal KpiwaTos 
atwviov] Two dogmas already belonging to the Jewish 

1 Wrongly, however, is it supposed by Bisping (as before his time by 
Gennadius in Oecumenius, and Klee) that weravoizs and wicrzws, ver. 1, are 

already dependent upon ddex~7%;.— Just as wrongly would Calvin, who is 
followed by Piscator and Owen, enclose Barrituay diduvns, tribicsas Te geeipay 
within a parenthesis, ‘‘ut sit appositio. .. hoe sensu. Non jacientes rursus 
fundamentum poenitentiae, fidei in Deum, mortuorum resurrectionis, quae 
doctrina est baptismi et impositionis manuum... Nisi enim appositive legas, 
hoc erit absurdi, quod bis idem repetet. Quae enim baptismatis est doctrina, 
nisi quam hic recenset de fide in Deum, de poenitentia et de judicio ac 
similibus?”?— Both views are deprived of their support by the reflection that 
“verdvow and giscs, ver. 1, denote not a doctrine, but an act [against Stuart]. 
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theology, which obtained by means of Christianity only their 
more definite, concrete signification. The expression in both 
these clauses is used quite generally. We have therefore no 
warrant for limiting, with Estius, Schlichting, Schottgen, Chr. 
Fr. Schmid, Storr, and others, the avacraccs to the godly, 

the xkpiwa to the ungodly. On the contrary, both have 
reference to the pious or believers, and the ungodly or 
unbelievers in common. 

Ver. 5. Repetition of the exhortation, ver. 1, in. order 

immediately to give thereto so much the greater emphasis by 
attaching the warning, ver. 4 ff.— «ai tovTo Troiujowper | 
just this let us do.—tovto] sc. to émt tip TedEvdTHTA 
dépec Oar, ver. 1; Theodoret, avti tod crovddcwpev, érvOupr}- 

Comey, TAVTA Tovey UITép THs TENELOTHTOS doTracwpmcba. To 
TovTo we cannot supplement from the participial clause, 
ver. 1: TO Oeuédtov xataBdr2rcoOa, as was done, on the 
presupposition of the reading zrooouev, by Jac. Cappellus 
(who, however, besides this gives also the true reference, and 

comes to no decision), Schlichting, Grotius, Dorscheus, Wittich, 

Limborch, Calmet, Zachariae, Storr, Abresch, and is still done 

by Hofmann, as it is also regarded by Tholuck as possible; in 
such wise that there should issue the sense: this also, namely, 
the laying of the foundation, the author will do, sc. at another 

and more favourable time, if God permit. For—apart from 
the unsuitability of the sense resulting, according to which 
the author would declare his intention of treating the more 
difficult earlier than the more easy, which latter surely con- 

tains the preliminary condition for the understanding of the 
former—against such supplementing the fact is decisive, that 
the sw) in connection with KataBanrnopmevot, ver. 1, would be 

arbitrarily set aside ; against the apprehending in this sense, the 
fact that for the expression of such a meaning vomcopuer é 
kal TodTo must have been written. —éavrep émitpérn 6 Oeos] 
provided that God permits it (1 Cor. xvi. 7), inasmuch, namely, 

as all things, even the carrying into effect of good resolutions, 

are subordinated to the higher decree of God. Incompre- 
hensible, therefore, is the assertion of de Wette, who has 

therein followed Abresch, that the addition édymep «7X. is 
plainly irreconcilable “with the taking of our verse.in the 
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sense of a demand.” For the supposition, that in this case 
“the encouraging belief in God’s gracious assistance” must 
be expressed, is an altogether erroneous assumption, since the 
author in the present passage is by no means aiming at the 
consolation of the readers, but, on the contrary—as is shown 

by vv. 4—-8—at the alarming of them. To an encouraging 
and pointing to God’s gracious help the discourse first 
advances, vv. 9, 10. 

Vy. 4-8. Warning enforcement of the foregoing exhorta- 
tion, by dwelling on the impossibility of leading back 
Christians who have already experienced the abundant 
blessing of Christianity, and for all that have fallen away 
again from the same, anew to a state of grace. Very 
appropriately (against de Wette) does this warning justifica- 
tion attach itself to the preceding demand; since the readers 
were not merely still far from the tedesorns in Christianity, 
but were, moreover, upon the way of entirely falling off again 

from Christianity. Comp. especially x, 25-31, In order, there- 
fore, to deter them from such contemplated apostasy, there is 
very fitly set before the eyes of the readers the magnitude of 
the culpability which the completed apostasy would involve, 
and the terrible nature of the divine punitive judgment which 
it would entail. — In connection with the other view, that a 

declaration of the purpose of the author is contained in vv. 1-3, 
the connection of thought would be: Passing over the subjects 
of catechumenical instruction in Christianity, I shall apply 
myself to the subjects of deeper Christian knowledge. For 
it is surely impossible to convert anew Christians who have 
already been enlightened, and then have fallen away again. 
By the fruitlessness of enlarging on the initial doctrines, 
therefore, the author would justify his resolution. But one 
does not perceive the relevancy of this statement to the case 
of the readers. For since a preparatory transition, such as is 
afforded by the paraenetic Pepwpea, ver. 1, and rroujowper, 
ver. 3,——1in that the endeavour after Christian perfection 
necessarily includes the putting away of all that is opposed 
to it, thus also of the inclination to apostasy,—would then be 
entirely wanting, on the contrary, the declaration of the 
purpose of the author would connect itself with the censure 



CHAP, VI. 4. 233 

expressed, v. 11-14; in this way the explanation of this 
resolution must be found in the presupposition either that 
the readers already actually belonged to the number of the 
mapatrecovtes, or else that, since they must already be 

reckoned among the téAeco4 what is said admits of no 
application to them. In the first case, however, the author 
would represent his own undertaking, for the benefit of such 
readers to pass over to the higher subjects of teaching, as a 
fruitless one; in the last case, having already just before 
blamed the readers for their vymvorns, would have fallen into 

self-contradiction. 
Ver. 4. Tap] goes back to the last main utterance,—thus 

to TodTO Trotnowpev, ver. 3, and by means thereof to émi tv 
TerevoTnTa hepwpeOa, ver. 1, not to pa) madi Oewédov KaTa- 
Baddopevor, ver. 1 (Whitby, de Wette, Bloomfield, Conybeare), 
nor yet to édvmep émitpémn 0 Geos, ver. 3 (Piscator, Abresch, 
Delitzsch, Kurtz, Hofmann, Woerner), still less, at the same 

time, to édvep émitpémn 0 Oeos and pa mdadw Oepér. kata. 

(Schlichting). — advvarov] it is impossible. The import of the 
expression is absolute; and to weaken it into “ difficile est” 
(so, after the example of the Latin translation in D and E: 
Ribera, Corn. a Lapide, Clericus, Limborch, Storr, Heinrichs, 

Kuinoel, and others), according to which we should have to 
suppose a rhetorical exaggeration, is an act of caprice. Nor 
are we justified in seeking to obtain a softening of the declara- 
tion, as is done by Er. Schmid, Clericus, Limborch, Schottgen, 

Bengel, Cramer, Baumgarten, Chr. Fr. Schmid, Bloomfield 
(comp. already Ambrose, de Poenit. ii. 3), by urging the force of 
the infin. active dvaxatvifery as pointing to human activity, 
and thus, with a reference to Matt. xix. 26, making the im- 
possibility to exist only on the part of men, not on the part 
of God. For only the impossibility of the dvaxacyifeuv in 
itself is accentuated, without respect to the person by whom it 
must otherwise be effected. Instead of the infinitive active, 

therefore, the infinitive passive dvaxauvifec@at might have 
been chosen by the author without affecting the sense. — Tovs 
ava... ai@vos, ver. 5] characterizing of such as have not 
only become Christians, but also have already experienced the 
plenitude of blessing conferred upon Christians, — tods amrak 
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poticbévtas| those who were once illumined (x. 32), ac. had 
already, through the preaching of the gospel, been made parti- 
cipants of the light of the knowledge (sc. of Christianity as the 
perfect religion). As regards the thought, the same thing is 
said by peta TO AaBeiv tiv éeriyvwow THs adnOelas, x. 26. — 
amaé belongs, as to dwticbév7as, so also to the three following 

participles (against Hofmann), and finds its opposition in 
manw, ver. 6. It does not signify “plene” or “perfecte” 
(Wolf), nor does it denote an act which admits of no repetition 
(Delitzsch) ; contains, however, the implication, that the once 
ought to have sufficed and satisfied. Comp. [ix. 26] x. 2; 
Jude 3.— dwrtife.w teva, of the spiritual enlightenment 
effected by teaching, is purely Hellenistic. Comp. Eph. iii. 9 ; 
John i 9; LXX. Ps. cxix: 130; 2-Kings xii. 2, xvii 27,'al. 
— yevoapévous Te TIS Owpeds THs éTovpaviov] and have tasted 
the heavenly gift. yever@ai Tivos, to taste or receive a 
savour of a thing, figurative indication of perception by one’s 
own experience. See on i. 9. The construction of the verb 

with the genitive (instead of being with the accusative, as 
ver. 5) does not justify us, with many strict Reformed exposi- 
tors, in finding a mere “gustare extremis labris” in the 
expression. Besides, such an interpretation would be in 

‘conflict with the design of the writer, since it cannot be 
within his intention to represent the culpability of the persons 
in question as small; he must, on the contrary, aim at bringing 

out the same in all its magnitude. — By dwpea émoupavios, 
Primasius, Haymo, Estius, Michaelis, Semler, and others under- 

stand the Lord’s Supper; Owen, Calmet, Ernesti, Whitby, 

M‘Lean, Bloomfield, the Holy Ghost (against which the following 
special mention of the same is decisive) ; Klee, regeneration in 
general, in contradistinction from the special communication of 
the Spirit in baptism ; M‘Caul, “the persuasion of the eternal 
life, the ydpecpa Tod Oeod, Rom. vi. 23 ;” Hofmann, righteous- 

ness; Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Faber Stapulensis, 
Erasmus, Paraphrase; Cameron, Hammond, Rambach, Ebrard, 

Maier, the forgiveness of sins; Justinian, Schlichting, Grotius, 
the peace of mind arising from forgiveness; Pareus, faith; Seb. 
Schmidt, Dorscheus, Peirce, Bengel, Carpzoy, Cramer, Bisping, 

and others, Christ; Morus, Heinrichs, Bohme, Kuinoel, Stuart, 
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Stengel, and others, the Christian religion or the gospel; Abresch, 

Bleek, the enlightenment imparted to men through the preach- 
ing of the gospel, or the heavenly light itself, which effects the 
enlightenment, and by means thereof communicates itself to 
men. Inasmuch as te points to a close connection between 
the second clause and the first, and the emphasis rests upon 
the foregoing yevoapévous, 7 Swped is at any rate to be 
taken quite generally. Most naturally, therefore, shall we 
think in general of the gift of grace, 2.e. of the abundant grace 
of Christianity. It is called heavenly, inasmuch as Christ was 
sent forth from heaven in order to communicate it, and heaven 

is the scene of its full realization. — cal petoyous yernOévtas 
Tvevpatos aylov] and were made partakers of the Holy Ghost. 

The consequence and seal of the gift of grace just mentioned. 
Ver. 5. Kai xanrov yevoapévous Oeod pha] and have tasted 

the refreshing word of God. That the author already makes 

use afresh in this place of the verb yever@ar, after he has only 
just before employed it ver. 4, Bleek ascribes, not wrongly, to a 
certain perplexity on the part of the writer about finding for 
the idea to be expressed another term of the same import. 
For the supposition of Delitzsch, that the repetition of the 
same expression is to be explained from the design of bringing 
out so much the more strongly the reality of the experiences 
made and of their objects, would be admissible only if the 
second yevoapévovs, like the first, were placed emphatically at 
the beginning of its clause, and there were not already another 
verb inserted between the two yevoapévous. yeverOar is 
here, as John ii. 9, construed with the accusative, which occurs 

only in the Hellenistic, never with the Greek classic writers. 

To assume, however, a different signification in the case of the 
two constructions,—Bengel : “ alter (genitivus) partem denotat ; 
nam gustum Christi, doni coelestis, non exhaurimus in hac 
vita; alter (accusativus) plus dicit, quatenus verbi Dei prae- 

dicati gustus totus ad hanc vitam pertinet, quanquam eidem 
verbo futuri virtutes seculi annectuntur;” Bloomfield: “ here 

(ver. 4) yevoac@as signifies to have experience of a thing, 
by having received and possessed it; whereas in the clause 
following it signifies to know a thing by experience of its 
value and benefit ;” Delitzsch (comp. also Moll): “ with yeu- 
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capévous THs Swp. THs éroup. is combined the conception that 
the heavenly gift is destined for all men, and is of inexhaustible 
fulness of intent; with xadov yevoapévous Oeod pia, how- 
ever, the conception that God’s precious word was, as it were, 

the daily bread of those thus described,’—is already forbidden 
by the homogeneity of the statements, ver. 4 and ver. 5. — 
The expression pjuata Kara serves, LXX. Josh. xxi. 45, 

xxiii. 15, Zech. i, 13, for the rendering of the Hebrew 2107 7257 
and 0°21) O37, and is used of words of consolation and promise 
spoken by God or the angel of God. In accordance therewith, 
we shall best also here refer kaXov Oeovd pia to the gospel, 
inasmuch as God thereby gives promises, and fulfils the pro- 
mises given. So Theodoret (tv trocyerw trav ayabdr), 
Estius, Schlichting, Grotius, Limborch, Owen, Whitby, Abresch, 

Bohme, Kuinoel, Klee, de Wette, Stengel, Tholuck, Ebrard, 

Bloomfield, Bisping, Delitzsch, Maier, Kurtz. — Others, as 

Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Primasius, Faber Stapu- 

lensis, Jac. Cappellus, Piscator, Bengel, Peirce, Heinrichs, 

Alford, understand the expression of the gospel in general; in 
connection with which some, as Calvin and Braun, see denoted 

in xaXov a contrast with the Mosaic law, the characteristic of 

which was judicial severity. According to Bleek, finally, we 
have to think of a personified attribute of God; which is 
supposed to be here mentioned because the gospel, with its 
consolatory message, is an efflux from the same,—an interpre- 
tation, however, which finds no sort of support in the context. 
— duvdpers te pédrovTos aidvos] and powers of the world 
to come. What is intended is the extraordinary miraculous 
powers wrought by the Holy Ghost, as these were called forth 
by the new order of the world founded by Christ. The aiey 
péAXwY, namely (comp. ofkovpévyn 1) wéAXov_A, ii. 5), is for the 

author nothing purely future,—so that we have not, with Jac. 
Cappellus, Schlichting, Bohme, Kurtz, and others, to think of 

the everlasting life, or of the glory coming in with the Parousia 
of Christ, of which believers have received a foretaste here 

upon earth,—but already begins, according to his view, with 
the appearing of Christ upon earth, in that only its consum- 
mation still belongs to the future, namely, the time of Christ’s 

return. 
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Ver. 6. Kal mapamecovtas] and (in spite of this) have 
fallen, i.e. have fallen away again from Christianity. — waduw] 
belongs to dvaxawifew. The taking of the same with vapa- 
mecovtas (Heinsius, Alting, Peirce, and others) has the position 
of the word against it. A pleonasm, however (Grotius), is not 
produced by waAvy along with the ava in advaxawifew. For 
ava marks out the becoming new as a change ensuing, in 
opposition to the preceding state of the old man; whereas 
mancv has reference to the fact that the class of men described 
have already experienced that change, namely, at their first 
conversion. — dvaxawifewv | to renew, to fashion inwardly new. 
To supplement an éavtovs to the verb (Erasmus, Vatablus, 
al.), according to which the preceding accusatives of the object 
would be changed into accusatives of the subject, is arbitrary. 
— els petavotay] not equivalent to 61a petavoias (Chrysostom, 
Theophylact, Zeger, Corn. a Lapide), but under the form of 
conception of the result: in such wise that change of mind or 
repentance should arise therefrom. — dvactavpobvtas x.T.r.] ° 
since they, etc. Note of cause to ddvvatov avaxawifev. The 
impossibility of the renewal is explained by the magnitude of 
the culpability. By their action such men bear witness that 
the Son of God is in their estimation a transgressor and deceiver 
who has been justly crucified. — The compound form ava- 
oTavpovy occurs with classic writers only in the sense of 
“nailing up to the cross.” Comp. L. Bos, Hxercitatt., and 
Wetstein ad loc. In itself, however, the explanation is equally 
admissible: “crucify afresh.” Thus it is accordingly taken 
without questioning by the Greek interpreters, and probably 
was so meant by the author. — éavtots] Dativus incommodi: 
to their own judgment. Vatablus: in suam ipsorum perniciem. 
Too weak, Bleek—to whom Delitzsch, Riehm (Lehrbegr. des 
Hebréerbr. p. 769), and Alford give in their adhesion —“ they 
crucify Him to themselves, in so far as, by that crucifying 

again, they rob Him of themselves, who were in His possession.” 
False is the interpretation of Oecumenius, Theophylact, Calvin, 
Jac. Cappellus, Limborch, Bohme, Bisping: as much as in them 
lies, 6cov to éf éavrots; Heinrichs: each one for himself ; 
Schulz: by themselves [by their own act]; Grotius, Abresch, 
Tholuck, explaining by the supposition of the so-called Dativus 
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localis : div themselves; Hofmann: as regards their own persons ; 

Klee: to their contenturent; Stengel: to the joy and pleasure of 
their obdurate heart; Kurtz: to.the gratification of their hatred 

or their enmity against Him. Over refinedly Bengel and 
Delitzsch: sibi, as an opposition to mapadsevyparifovras, osten- 
tantes, sc. aliis. — tov vidoy tod Oot] A more palpable mani- 
festation of the enormity of the crime than would have been 
the case had he written tov Xpicrov or Incody. Comp. x. 29. 
— Tapaderypatigev] to expose to scorn and insult; here, 
inasmuch as the death of the cross was a shameful one. 
Tapaderyparigey stronger than the simple devyparifew, Mait. 
iE | 

Concluding remarks on vy. 4-6. — The declaration of 
vv. 4-6 has been of importance for the controversy of the 
early church, as to the question whether those who relapsed 
trom the gospel renounced for ever the hope of salvation, or 
whether by means of sincere repentance they might once 
more attain to a state of salvation. The rigoristic view was 
especially maintained by the Montanists and Novatianists ; 
and already Tertullian, de Pudicitia, c. 20, appeals to our 
passage in favour thereof. In opposition to this view, 
another sense was universally put upon the passage in the 
orthodox church from. the time of the fourth century. The 
words were interpreted of an impossibility of imparting a 
second time the baptism. once: administered, and the conse- 
quent condemnable character of such an act, in that according 
to a later usus loguendi (first met with in Justin Martyr, 
Apol, i. 62, 65) they took dwrifew to be a designation of 
baptism, referred dvaxawifew eis petdvotay to the repetition 
of baptism, and in dvacravpobvtas «.7.d. found the indication 
of that which such repetition would produce or involve. 
(Comp. eg. Theodoret: Tov dyav aduvatav, dnaiv, tos TO 
Tavayio mpocerndvGoTas Barticpate Kat Tihs Tov Cetov 
Tvevpatos YapiTos peTerAnpotas Kal Tov aiwvioy dyalav 
SeEapuévous Tov TUrov avOis Tmpocedeiy Kal Tuxely ETEpov 
Barricowatos. Todto yap ovdév éotw &repov, i) madw Tov 
viov TOD Oeod 7H oTaYPa TpocyrAdcat Kal THY yeyeunMernY 
atyiay Tadkw avte mpocdyat,. “Nowep yap mak To 
Td0os avTos Uméuewvev, oUTW Kal Huds GraE avTe TpocnKet 
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Kowevicar tov wuébous. SvvOaTTopeOa S€ aiz@ Sia Tod 
Barticpatos Kal cuvavictapeba. Ody olov Te odv tas 
Tddw atoravcat THs Tod Particpatos Swpeas. Xpiortds 
yap avacTas ék vexp@v ovK ett aTrobvycKe, Pavatos avTod 
ove éte Kupieve. “O yap amébave, TH dpaptia améOavev 
édarak, 0 8é CH, & 76 Oecd. Kal pay o€ 0 maravws 
avOpwros cuvectavpoln ev TH Barticpatt, Tod Oavdrov 
Tov tumov Se&duevos.) That this interpretation, which is 
still followed among later expositors by Faber Stapulensis; 
Clarius, and Calmet, is a wrong one, is now generally 
admitted. The justification, however, of this passage, which 
furnished to Luther a determining reason for denying to the 
epistle canonicity in the narrower sense (see the Introduction, 
p. 18), is afforded by the fact that—as is also pointed out, 
x. 26-31—the author is speaking not of a falling away in 
general, but of a clearly defined falling away, ze., as is rightly 
urged by Calvin, Beza, Jac. Cappellus, Estius, Seb. Schmidt, 
Peirce, Carpzov, Tholuck, Ebrard, Bisping, Delitzsch, Hof- 

mann (Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 341 f. 2 Aufl.), Maier, and others, 
those Christians are described who commit the sin against 
the Holy Ghost (Matt. xi. 31; Mark in 28 f.; Luke 
xii. 10), or the duapria mpos Oavarov (1 John v. 16). 
For Christians are described who fall away, not, ¢.g., from mere 

weakness, from a mere wavering of conviction, but in spite of 
a better knowledge, and in spite of having experienced the 
treasures of grace in Christianity; Christians who, according 
to the parallel passage, x. 26 ff., against their better conscious- 
ness and conscience, tread under foot the Son of God as 

though He were a deceiver, brand His blood shed for redemp- 
tion as the blood of a transgressor, and scoff at the Spirit of 
grace as a spirit of falsehood. In regard to men of this 
kind, the a8dvatov wddw dvaxawifew eis petdvoiay is 
employed in its full right, since with them there must be 

inwardly wanting every kind of receptiveness or receptibility 
for the weravowa. The reference of the declaration to the sin 

against the Holy Ghost is, moreover, so much the more 
unquestionable, inasmuch as the author by no means says 
that the readers have already committed it, but, on the 

contrary, only sets at once before their eyes as a terrible 
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warning the extreme length to which their conduct may lead 
thei. 

Vy. 7, 8. Confirmation of the daévvatov «.7.r. on its 

objective side; since in connection with so great culpability 
and such ingratitude the divine punishment cannot fail to 
ensue. This thought is rendered manifest by means of a 
similitude. The common subject for ver. 7 and ver. 8 is not 

» merely yf, but yf 1) muodca Tov ém adtihs épyopevoy Todda- 
Kis verov taken together. For the intention of the author 
is to point to the diversity of result arising from equally 
favourable preliminary conditions. The main point of the 
similitude, however, lies in ver. 8, while ver. 7 serves only 

by way of preparation, and as a means of bringing out into 
bolder relief the following opposition. —y yap 7 Tiovca 

. verov] for the field which has drunk in the rain frequently 
coming down wpon wt. Figure of the men before described, 
who ofttimes have experienced God’s gracious benefits, and 
have received the same into themselves. — The participle 
aorist muovoa is chosen, while then participles present 
(rixtovoa, éxpépovoa) follow, because the fact already his- 
torically completed is to be emphasized, from which, then, 
two different effects are developed for the time present. — 
A wivewv, tixrecy, etc., is ascribed to the yf, because this, 
as in general is very frequently the case, is personified as, a 
part of the life-displaying, assiduously productive nature. — 
éx avtfs] The construction of éwi with the genitive, after a 
verb of motion, is distinguished from the more usual one with 
the accusative, in this respect, that the former includes in 

itself at the same time the notion of tarrying. Comp. Winer, 
Gramm. 7 Aufl. p. 352.— Kal tixrovea] In place of this, 
merely tixtovoa or tiktovca pév would have been more 
correctly written. Kad, however, does not stand in the sense 

of “also” (Hofmann), but is the ordinary “ and.” — Botavn] 
in the N..T. only here, employed by the LXX. as a rendering 
of 8Ya (Gen. i. 11, 12), aby (Ex. ix. 22, x. 12, 15), and 
1yn (Job viii. 12), denotes, according to its derivation from 
Bécxe, originally herbage or pasturage, but then also every 
kind of vegetation or produce of the field. —ed@eros] well- 
placed, fit, profitable. Comp. Luke ix. 62, xiv. 35. — éxetvors] 
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may be referred to ev@evov (BOhme and the majority), but it 
also admits of being referred to tiktovoa (Bleek, Alford, 
Hofmann). — 6’ ots] for whose sake. Grammatically false, 
the Vulgate, Zeger, and others: a@ guibus; Calvin: quorum 
opera ; Erasmus, Vatablus, Heinrichs, and others: per quos ; 
Luther: jor those who til wt; Schulz: for those who labour 
on it ; Wieseler (Comm. tib. d. Br. P. an die Gal., Gott. 1859, 
p. 111): at whose command and disposal. — kai yewpyettac] 
it also (or even) ts cultivated, brings into relief the naturalness 
of the tixtew Botavny evOetov éxetvors, in that the éxetvoe are 

the proprietors of the land, to whom the cultivation and 
produce of the same pertains. Incorrectly Schlichting (as 
likewise Bohme, Kuinoel, Hofmann): Ait autem “eé¢ colitur,” 

ut ad imbrium irrigationem etiam terrae istius diligentem 
accedere culturam ostendat. In the application of the figure, 
the éxeivor, dc’ ods Kal yewpyeiras are God and Christ; not 
God alone (Schlichting, Grotius, Cramer, de Wette, Tholuck, 

Alford), since in this way justice is not done to the plural. — 
peTarhapBaver evroyias amo tod Oeod| receives part in the 
blessing at the hand of God, namely, in that its fruitfulness is 
progressively augmented. Comp. Matt. xiii. 12; John xv. 2. 
Too weak, Grotius, Wittich: it is praised or commended by 
God. — aio tod Geod] from God (as the bestower), is best 
connected with petarau Paver, not with edroyias. 

Ver. 8. The contrast. —’Ex¢épovea] as to its signification 
not different from the preceding tixtovca. Without justifi- 
cation by usage is it supposed by Chrysostom, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, Cornelius a Lapide, Grotius, Wittich, Valckenaer, 
Klee, and Bloomfield, that the word is to be taken tm malani 

partem, namely, in the sense: “Ejicere quasi abortus.” — 
axavlas Kal tpiBdorovs] Thorns and thistles. Proverbial 
designation of rankly springing weeds and wild growth. 
Comp. Gen. iii. 18; Hos. x. 8 (ITN yiP); Matt. vii, 16.— 
adoxos] sc. éoriv, it fails to stand the test, is rejected, 
namely, in the judgment of God, as is self-evident from the 
amo Tod Oeod in the preceding clause. Wrongly, therefore, 
Hofmann: it is unworthy to be treated as arable land. — 
kal Katdpas eyyvs] and near to the curse, i.e. not: devoted to 
the execration of men (Hofmann), but exposed to the peril of 

MEYER.—HEB. Q 
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being abandoned by God to everlasting barrenness and desola- 
tion. Enhancement of adoxcpos. At the same time, how- 
ever, there is to be found in éyyvs a softening of the 

expression, manifestly with a reference to the fact that it is 
not yet too late for the readers to combat their lustings after 
defection, and to return fully into the right way (comp. 
ver. 9 ff.). Chrysostom: BaS8at, moony éyet mapapviiay 6 
Noyos. Katapas yap eimev eyyts, ob Katapa’ 6 6é pndéeTo 
els THY KaTapay éuTrec@v GAN eyyds yevouevos Kal paxpay 
yeveoOar Suvycetat. — Hs TO TEdOS Eis Kava] sc. éoTly, and 
its ultimate fate issues in burning. hs is referred by 

Camerarius, Abresch, Heinrichs, Stuart, Bleek, to xatapas ; 

but more correctly by Chrysostom, Theophylact, Luther, Seb. 
Schmidt, Bengel, Carpzov, Schulz, Bohme, Kuinoel, Stengel, 

Bisping, Delitzsch, Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. p. 773), 
Alford, Maier, Kurtz, Ewald, Woerner, and the majority, to 

the main subject; in such wise that the relative is to be 
complemented by yijs, éxbepovons daxavOas Kal TpiBcdouvs. 
In connection therewith, however, to take efvae eis, with 

Carpzov, Bohme, Kuinoel, Ebrard, Bisping, Maier, and others, 

as a Hebraism (? m7), is inadmissible. See Winer, Grami., 

7 Aufl. p. 173.— The understanding, moreover, of a burning 
of the field, or of its produce, in order that the land may be 
improved, as that which is intended by «adovs (Schlichting, 
Bloomfield, and others), is forbidden by the connection, since 

no other than the divine punitive judgment bursting in upon 
it has to be described. What is meant is the burning up of 
the field itself by fire and brimstone coming down from 
heaven; by which, eg., the soil of Sodom and Gomorrha was 
rendered for ever incapable of tillage (Bleek, Tholuck, Ebrard, 

Alford, Maier, Moll, ai.). Comp. Gen. xix. 24; Deut. 

xxix. 23; also Heb. x. 27: mupos Cijros eo Oley péeddovTos 
TOUS UTEevaVTious. 

Ver. 9. Softening of the foregoing warning representation 
by attestation of the confidence, that this description will not 
be applicable to the readers. — ITeretopefa 5€é trepi tpav] 
But we are convinced in regard to you. Comp. Rom. xv. 14. 
— temeicpeOa| stronger than erol@ayev.— rept vuor] has 
the emphasis. It is therefore already placed here, not first 
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after cwrnpias. — The appellation dyamnrtoi only here in the 
epistle. Schlichting: Apposite eos sic vocat, ne putarent, eum 
aliquo ipsorum odio laborare, sed ut scirent, eum amore Chris- 
tiano erga ipsos flagrare, qui amor facit, ut semper meliora 
ominemur lis, quos amamus, et, si quid severius dicimus, animo 

corrigendi non nocendi cupido dicamus.—— ta xpelocova] of 
that which is better. This may refer to the subjective side, 
but it may also refer to the objective side of the foregoing 
comparison. In the first case the sense is: that your condi- 
tion is a better one, than that you should be compared to a 
land bringing forth thorns and thistles; in the latter case: 
that your fate will be a better one than curse and perdition. 
On account of the plural ta xpetocova we shall do best to 
combine both factors together, as, indeed, the last is but the 

consequence of the first. When, however, Hofmann thinks 
that ta xpeicoova does not at all point to the foregoing com- 
parison, but stands by itself without any reference, in that it 
denotes only the good in opposition to the bad, this is not 
only opposed to the context, but also grammatically false, 
since the comparative is never placed for the positive. See 
Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 227 f.— Kal éyopeva cwrnpias] 
and of that which stands in contact with salvation, i.e. that you 
will attain to salvation. éydpevov, with the genitive, denotes 

that which is closely joined to an object, that which is either 
outwardly (logically or temporally) or inwardly bound up with 
it. Instances in Bleek, II. 2, p. 220 ff.—ed xal obras 
Narodpev] Chrysostom: értiov yap tuas Tols pyyace 
doBijcat, iva py Tots Tpadywacw adyionte. — otTws] sc. as 
was done vv. 4-8. 

Ver. 10. Reason for the good confidence expressed ver. 9. 
—ov yap ad«uxos 0 beds, émidabécbat] for God is not wnjust, 
that He should forget. God exercises retributive righteousness. 
Since, then, the readers have performed, and do still perform, 

actions worthy of Christian recognition, it is to be expected 
that God will be mindful thereof, and, provided they will only 

perform their own part fully (comp. vv. 11, 12), will conduct 
them with His grace and lead them to the possession of salva- 
tion. A claim to demand salvation of God, on account of 

their behaviour, is not conceded by the words of ver. 10; 
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only as a factor which God, by virtue of His retributive 
righteousness, will take into account in connection with the 
final result, is this brought forward for the consolation and 
encouragement of the readers; while, moreover, reference is 

at once made anew, ver. 11f., to the still unsatisfactory 

character of their Christian state, and in general to the peril 
of falling again from their state of grace. — émiAabécbar] The 
infinitive aorist expresses the mere verbal notion, without 
respect to the relation of time. See Kiihner, IL § 443, 2. 
It is to be taken neither in the sense of a preterite (Seb. 
Schmidt: ut oblitus sit) nor of a future (Bisping and others). 
— Tov épyou tuov] your work (as lying completed), 2c. that 
which you have done. The expression is quite general. <A 
more precise limitation thereof may be found in the following 
Kal THs ayatns, by taking cat as the epexegetic “ and indeed,” 
“and that.” So Peshito, as also Kurtz and Woerner. But 

since, in any case, the passage x. 32 ff. is to be compared as 
a real (though not verbal) parallel to the statement ver. 10, 
and there, in addition to the love displayed, the stedfastness 
manifested by the readers under persecutions is lauded, it is 
most natural, with Schlichting, Grotius, and others, to suppose 
that just to this the general tod épyou vu in our passage 
also more especially alluded. — ts aydzns| has not in itself 
alone the notion of love “to the brethren,” in such wise that 

els TO dvoua avtov would have to be translated: “for His 
name” (Matt. x. 41, 42, xvii. 20), ae to His honour 

(Vulgate: in nomine ejus; Bohme and others: émt To 
évomate avtod, Matt. xviii. 5). On the contrary, tis a@ydarns 
acquires its object in the e’s To dvoua avtov, to be construed 
in relation to 7s évede(Eacbe (not to SvaxovijcavTes x.7.2., to 
which Beza was inclined). Thus: the love which ye have shown 
to His name (se. God’s name, not Christ’s, Ernesti and others). 
This is the more general object, which only then obtains its 
more special reference and indication of purport by dvaxovn- 
cavtes «.7.\. A love exercised towards Christian brethren, 

inasmuch as Christians, as God’s children, bear the name of 

God. — Siaxovyncavtes Tois ayiow] ti that ye have rendered 
service to the saints (the fellow-Christians), have aided them 
when they were in distress and affliction (mot specially: in 
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poverty). But that this was not merely a virtue exercised once 
for all, but one still continuously exercised, is clearly brought 
out by the addition cai dtaxovodrTes. 

Vv. 11, 12. To that which the author hopes with regard 
to the readers, he now attaches that which he wishes to see 

performed by them. — ériO@upodpev dé] now we long, most 
ardently desire. Stronger expression than OéAopev or Bovdo- 
peOa [to set one’s heart on it, Matt. xiii, 17; Acts xx. 33 ; 
1 Tim. iii, 1, ete.].— &kacrov tay] More emphatic and 
accentuating than the mere vuads would be. There is denoted 
by it, on the one hand, that the heart-felt interest which the 
author cherishes in the readers extends to every single one of 
them. On the other hand, there lies in it the thought that if 
haply single individuals among the readers already correspond 
to the demand here made, it is still of supreme importance 
that every one of them should so comport himself as is men- 
tioned. — In the sequel, tiv adriy évdeixvucOat crovdny 
is not in such manner to be taken together with aype TéXNovs 
that the main stress should fall upon this, and mpos ry 
Trnpopoplav THs €XmLdos be regarded as a mere subsidiary 
factor. In connection with this mode of interpretation, 

adopted by Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact, 
Grotius, Seb. Schmidt, Limborch, and others, the demand of 

the author would amount to this, that the readers should 

manifest the same zeal which, according to ver. 10, they have 
already displayed, even to the end or in all future time. But 
in such manner it is assumed that the author has every reason 
for being satisfied with the Christian condition of the readers, 
and desires nothing more than a continuance of the same, 
whereas the whole epistle testifies that the state of things 
with the Hebrews was very different from this. Hence it is 
evident that the emphasis rests quite as much upon mpos THYV 
Trnpopopiav THs éAmibos as upon aype TéAovs. The 
thought must thus be: the author longs for the readers to 
display the same zeal which they have already manifested in 
regard to an active love, in equal measure also in another 
relation, namely, in regard to the wAnpodopia x.7.X. (so 
Bengel, Cramer, Chr. Fr. Schmid, Boéhme, Stuart, Bleek, 

Ebrard, Delitzsch, Alford, Conybeare, Maier, Moll, Kurtz, and 
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others), in connection with which, however, @ypt TéNovs is 

best taken, not, as is generally the case even with this correct 

determination of the thought, with évde’kvuc@ar, but in close 
juxtaposition with mpos tiv wAnpodopiav ths éAmidos. — 
Tpos TV TANpopopiay THs éaridos aypt Tédovs] in regard to 
the full certainty of conviction concerning the Christian’s hope, 
unto the end, .e. in such manner that ye cherish and preserve 
to the end the Christian’s hope of the Messianic kingdom to 
be looked for at the coming again of Christ, as a firm confi- 
dence of faith, untroubled by any doubts. Comp. ii. 6, 14. 
Opposite is the wavering conviction that the subject of the 
Christian hope is one founded in objective truth; the standing 
still upon the path of Christianity before the goal is reached, 
and the tendency to fall away again from Christianity and to 
relapse into Judaism.-— 7Anpodopia] We have not, with 
Cornelius a Lapide, Grotius, Schulz, Bleek, de Wette, Stengel, 

and others (after the example of the Vulgate: “ad exple- 
tionem spei”), to apprehend in the active sense of “ perfecting, 
making full or complete;” but to take it, as everywhere in 
the N. T. (1 Thess. 2 5; Col. ii. 2; Heb..x. 22; comp. also 
Rom. iv. 21, xiv. 5), with Erasmus, Vatablus, Zeger, Calvin, 

Beza, Estius, Jac. Cappellus, Schlichting, Calov, Wolf, Abresch, 

Heinrichs, Bohme, Tholuck, Ebrard, Delitzsch, Alford, Maier, 

Moll, and the majority, in the passive sense.— dype Tédovs] 
unto the end, ue. until (at the Parousia of the Lord) hope 
passes over into the possession [of the kingdom] itself. 

Ver. 12. Further prosecution of pos tiv tAnpodoplay THs 
edmidos d&ypt Tédous, ver. 11.— iva pur) vaOpol yévnaGe] that 
ye become not sluggish, The yévnoe, pointing to the future, 
stands in no contradiction with yeyovate at v.11. There, the 
sluggishness of the intellect was spoken of; here, it is sluggish- 
ness in the retaining of the Christian hope. There is there- 
fore no need of the conjecture voOox (after xii. 8) for vwOpor 
(Heinrichs), — pupntal b& tav dia wictews Kat pwaxpoOupias 
KAnpovomovyTwv Tas éTayyedias| but rather imitators of those 
who, through faith and perseverance, inherit the promises. Of 
the two substantives micTews cal paxpoOvpias, the latter 
forms the leading idea; comp. ver. 15, where only waxpoOv- 
pyncas is placed. «ai is therefore the more nearly defining 
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“and indeed.” Thus: by faith, and indeed by persevering con- 
stancy in the same.— The paxpodvpia, elsewhere usually 
the divine attribute of long-suffering or forbearance, is likewise 
predicated of men, Col. i. 11; Jas. v. 7, 8,10; LXX. Isa. 
Ivii, 15 (oduyordyous Sudods paxpoOuuiav), and frequently, 
and in the first-named passage combined with tzroovn as a 
synonym.— The éwrayyedlase are those given by God in the 
time of the Old Covenant, which by means of Christianity 
attain to their full realization. Comp. vu. 6, vii. 6, xi 13, 

iiies some tes ))4,2075:8'52), Cork 20) vit) 1§ Gals 1-416. 
Comp. also the singular 1) émayyeMa, ix. 15, x. 36, xi. 39. — 
KANpoVOmEtyY Tas emayyedias denotes: to enter into the 
heritage of these promises, i.e. to attain to the enjoyment or 
possession of the blessings placed in prospect by them. That 
in our passage (comp. ix. 15, x. 36, xi. 39) «Anpovoyety Tas 
érrayyedtas cannot be understood, with Schulz and Bleek, of 

the mere “ receiving of the imparting of the promises as such, 
apart from their fulfilment,” is shown by the very position of 
the words, according to which the main force of the statement 
is contained not in tas éwayyedias, but in KAnpovopotytor. 

Comp. also ver. 15, where for the same reason ézétvyev is 
placed before the substantive tas évrayyedias. Besides, it is also 
evident from the fact that in such case there would be nothing 
in ver. 12 to correspond to the conception of the ensuing 
possession itself, indicated as this is in the dype TéXovs of 
ver. 11. — In connection with rév «AnpovopovvTer almost 
al expositors, including Béhme, Bleek, de Wette, Tholuck, 

Bloomfield, Bisping, Delitzsch, Kluge, think of the patriarchs, 

especially Abraham, and of them either alone or with the 
inclusion of all believers of the New Covenant. This inter 
pretation, however, to which they were without any necessity 
led by the consideration of ver. 13, is untenable. For, in 

order to harmonize with it in its first-named form, the writing 
of kAnpovoyncavtwy would have been necessary,—for which, 

accordingly, many will have the participle present to be taken ; 
to harmonize with it in its last-named form, the writing of 

KMnpovoynadvTwy Te Kal KAnpovopotvyTwy would have been 
required. The characterizing of dua wictews kal waxpoOuplas 

KAnpovouovvTes Tas éemayyedias is, on the contrary, quite a 
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general one, and the participle present marks out that which 
assuredly takes place, or in accordance with a constant and 
fixed rule (as a rewarding of the fulfilled preliminary condition 
of riots Kal paxpoOvuia). The thought is therefore, not that 
the readers should take the patriarchs as a model, but in 

general that they should take as such those who manifest 
persevering constancy in the faith, and, on that very account, 
beyond doubt attain to the possession of that which is 

promised. 
Vv. 13-15. Proof of the general truth that stedfast endur- 

ance leads to the possession of the promised blessing, from the 
special instance of Abraham. Calvin: exemplum Abrahae 
adducitur, non quia unicum sit, sed quia prae aliis illustre. — 
7T® yap “ABpaap érayyerrduevos o Beds] for when God had 
given promise to Abraham. é€mayyetNdmevos we have, with 
de Wette, to take as in point of time anterior to @pocev. It 
has reference to the promises which God had already, Gen. 
xii. 7, xvii. 5, 6, xviii. 18, imparted to Abraham, and which 

were then, Gen. xxii. 16-18, not merely repeated to him by 
God, and confirmed by an oath, but likewise, in part at least, 

were fulfilled (see at ver. 15).— éet Kar’ ovdevos x.7.r.] 
because there was no greater or higher (ovdeves, masculine, not, 

as Hofmann supposes, neuter), by whom He could swear, He 
sware by Himself. Relation of the words, LXX. Gen. xxii. 16: 
KaT é€uavtTod wpmoca, Eyes KUpLos, With the reason for this 
form of declaration inserted. Comp. Philo, Legg. allegor. 
iii, 98 E (with Mangey, I. p. 127), where, with regard to the 
same passage of Scripture, it is said: «3 Kal T® Opkw 
BeBawoas thy trocyecw, Kal SpKw Oeorperre?. “Opas yap 
éTt ov Kal” érépov opvver Oedos—ovdéev ydp adrtod KpeitTov 
—arXa Kal éavtod, 65 éoTe TaVTwY apLoTos. 

Ver. 14. Ed piv «.7.r.] Adducing of the declaration, Gen. 
xxii. 17, with the difference, that in the case of the LXX. 7A7- 
Ovve TO oTéppa cov is in harmony with the original put in 
place of wAnOvvd oe. This deviation is not to be explained by 
the supposition that the author chose ce instead of 7d oméppa 
ocu merely “ for brevity’s sake” (Jac. Cappellus), or “in order 
to present the promise in a form as concentrated as possible ” 
(Delitzsch), or that he cited from memory (Abresch), or that he 
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wished to place in the background all thought of the merely 
physical descendants of Abraham, and direct the glance of the 
reader exclusively to the spiritual or heavenly posterity of 
Abraham, which was appointed to him through Christ (Bohme, 
Bisping, and others). It has its ground simply in the fact that 
the author was here occupied exclusively with the person of 
Abraham himself (Bleek, de Wette, Maier). — €¢ pv] in place 
of the Greek 7 ppv, or of the ed u7, formed after the Hebrew 

xS-ax, is met with elsewhere in the LXX. (Ezek. xxxiii. 27, 
Xxxiv. 8, xxxv. 6, xxxvi. 5, al.), not, indeed, so far as concerns 

our passage in the Cod. Alex. and Cod. Vatic., but yet in other 
ancient MSS.; and in any case, our author found it in the copy 
of the LXX. used by him. — The combination of the participle 
with the tempus finitum of the same verb (evAoya@v evrAOynTw 
k.T.A.) is a well-known Grecising of the Hebrew injin. abdsol., 
occurring exceedingly often in the LXX., and serving generally 
—as here—for the augmented and solemn emphasizing of the 
idea contained in the verb. See Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 332. 

Ver. 15. Kai otras] and in this way, i.e. since God on His 
part had in such manner afforded documentary evidence for 
the solemnity of His resolve. ot tws belongs to ézéruyer. 
The combining of it with paxpoOupncas, as is done by Stein, 
Tholuck,’ and Bisping, and consequently taking the participle 
as an epexegesis of obtws, is inadmissible, because in that case 

the paxpoOvuia of Abraham in particular must have been 
spoken of immediately before. The opinion of Delitzsch, 
however, who is followed by Maier, that “the combination 
of the two combinations” is “the right one,” refutes itself, 
since it requires that which is logically impossible. — paxpo- 
Oupjoas] because he showed [or: had shown] persevering sted- 
Jastness (se. in the faith, comp. ver. 12), in particular by the 
fact that he had just now been so ready at God’s behest to 
sacrifice his son Isaac, although this soon appeared to afford 
the only hold for the realization of the divine promise. — 
emétuxev TIS emayyedias] he obtained the promise, ic. the thing 

1 Who unaccountably advances, as an argument in support, the supposition 
that ‘‘then a parallel arises between the Christians, who, according to vy. 17, 18, 
are, on the ground of the divine oath, to hold fast the hope, and Abraham, who 

likewise did so,” 



250 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS. 

promised, inasmuch, namely, as not only Isaac was given back 
alive to Abraham, but he further lived to see the time when 

two sons were born to Isaac (comp. Gen. xxi. 5, xxv. 7, 26), 
and thus the divine promise was fulfilled in its earlier stage. 
Not a fulfilment, which Abraham first witnessed in the life 

beyond the grave (Maier, Hofmann), is intended. Nor have 
we here to take érayyedia, with Bleek, in the active sense [the 

giving of a promise], and to refer it to the Messianic salvation 
placed in prospect. For, apart from the consideration that in 
this case érétuyev THs érayyedlas would, in relation to éray- 
ryetAdevos, ver. 13, indicate no advance, the emphatically 

preposed éséetuyey can be understood only of the obtaining 
possession of the promised object itself. The promise repeated 
to Abraham, Gen. xxii. 17, 18, presented itself under a two- 

fold point of view. His seed was to be multiplied, and in 
his seed were all nations of the earth to be blessed. Only 
the first of these in its earlier stage could Abraham, from the 
nature of the case, live to see; the fulfilment of the latter was 
attached to the appearing of Christ upon earth, which was to 
be looked for in the distant future. The first-named refer- | 

ence obtains ver. 15. The last-named mode of contemplating 
the subject underlies the cAnpovopois Tis érayyedias, ver. 17. 
That, too, which we read xi. 13, 39, is spoken from the last- 

named point of view, on which account there is not to be 
found in these passages a contradiction of ours. 

Vy. 16-20. Not without design did the author, in connec- 
tion with the historic fact, vv. 13-15, make mention also of 

the divine oath, although the mention thereof in that place 
was not necessarily required by the relation to ver. 12. His 
object, namely, was further to bring into special prominence 
the practical advantage accruing to the readers from this cir- 
cumstance. This he accomplishes vv. 16-20. For, since 
the promise imparted to Abraham, in so far as it respected 
the blessing of all nations by means of his seed, could receive 
its fulfilment only in conditioning connection with Christ, the 
Saviour of all believers, the Christians are thus the heirs of 

the Abrahamic covenant; so also by the oath of God there is 
cuaranteed to them, no less than to Abraham, an indefeasible 
claim to the object of promise. To hold fast to the Christian 
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hope, objectively assured and undisappointing as this is, the 
Christians therefore must feel themselves most powerfully 

animated. 
Ver. 16. Tép] establishes the ¢wet kat’ ovddevds «.7.X., 

@pocev kal’ éavtod, ver. 13. Not, however, ver. 16 merely 

(against Hofmann), but the whole paragraph, vv. 16-18, is to 
be looked upon as an establishing of these words. For ver. 16 
is only a lemma, only a preparation for ver. 17 f.; and, indeed, 
ver. 16 states the practice valid among men with regard to 
the taking of the oath, while ver. 17 f. there is shown in 
connection with this the object contemplated by God in His 
declaration upon oath.— Kata rod pefovos] by the Higher 
One. petfovos is not neuter (M‘Caul: “to a thing that is 
ereater, ¢.g. the temple, the altar;” Hofmann), but masculine, 
and thereby God is intended. — With «ai the second half of 
the sentence, ver. 16, is closely attached to the first: “and 

so,’ “and consequently.” To the habitual practice of men 
just mentioned, the legal relation therefrom arising is joined 
on. — dons adtois avtidoylas Tépas eis BeBaiwow o Opxos] 
the oath is to them an end to every kind of (every conceivable) 
contradiction, unto establishment. Comp. Philo, de sacrificiis 

Abelis et Caini, p. 146 (with Mangey, IL p.181): Tod te pv 
miotevOnvar xapw amictovpevor Katapevyouow éf dpKov 
dvOpwrot’ 6 8é Oecs Kai Néyov TioTds eT’ BoTE Kal TOUS 
Adyous avtod BeBaroTntos Evexa pndev OpKwv Ciadépev.... 
Od yap 80 Gpxov motos 0 Beds, adda Se adTov Kal Oo bpKos 
BéPaos. — For avtirXoy la as “ contradiction” (Bleek, Bisping, 
Delitzsch, Alford, Maier, Moll, Kurtz, Ewald, Woerner), comp. 

vii. 7, also xii. 3; Jude 11. The signification “ dispute,” 
“litigation,” assumed by Theophylact, Erasmus, Zeger, 
Cameron, Jac. Cappellus, Schlichting, Heinrichs, Bohme, 
Stengel, and the majority, is certainly perfectly warranted by 
the usage alike of the classical writers (Xen. Hellen. vi. 3. 9) 
as of the LXX. (Ex. xviii. 6, Heb. 333; Deut. xix. 7, 277; 
Prov. xviii. 18, 02", al.). But here this meaning is remote 
from the connection, since ver. 16 serves for the explanation 
of the trustworthiness of a divine declaration, but not the 

explanation of a contention between God and men (Bleek). 
The meaning “ dubitatio,’ “doubt,” assigned to the word by 
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Grotius and Cramer, it never has. — eés BeBaiwow] unto rati- 

jication, or the creation of an indefeasible claim. Wronely 
do Jac. Cappellus, Peirce, Paulus, and others take eis BeBaliwow 
—which belongs to the whole second clause, not merely to 
mépas (Bohme, Bleek, Bisping, Alford)—along with 6 6pxos: 
“the oath given in confirmation,’ which must have been 
expressed by 0 els BeBalwovy dpxos. — It results as a necessary 

inference from ver. 16, that the author did not regard the 
taking of the oath on the part of men as anything forbidden. 
Comp. Calvin: Praeterea hic locus docet aliquem inter Chris- 
tianos jurisjurandi usum esse ligitimum.... Nam apostolus certe 
hic de ratione jurandi tanquam de re pia et Deo probata disserit. 
Porro non dicit olim fuisse in usu, sed adhuc vigere pronuntiat. 

Ver. 17. “Ev &] Upon the basis of which fact, i.e. in accord- 
ance with this human custom, as one valid among men. év @, 
namely, refers back to the whole contents of ver. 16 (not 
merely to 6 épkos), and coheres not with BovAdpuevos éridetEat 
(Seb. Schmidt, Braun, Rambach, Hofmann, q@/.), nor yet with 
the whole clause following (Delitzsch, Alford), but with éueci- 
Tevoev OpKw. — TeptacoTepov| is to be taken along with ézu- 
detEax. It does not, however, signify wnto redundancy, since 
this was not at all required (Beza, Schlichting, Seb. Schmidt, 
Carpzov, Storr, Klee, and others), but: so much the more, 

or: more emphatically, than would have been done by the 
mere imparting of the promise. — tots xAnpovodmois THs émray- 
yerlas] to the heirs of the promise. By the «rAnpovopor, 
Grotius, Owen, Bleek, Stein, de Wette, Bisping, Delitzsch, 

Maier, Moll, Kurtz, and others understand the patriarchs as 

well as all believers; Tholuck and others, only the Old Testa- 

ment saints; Morus even (notwithstanding the plural), only 
Abraham ; Calvin, the Jews. But, as is clearly apparent from 
the elucidatory va éywper, ver. 18, only the Christians can be 
meant. — To dpetaetov THs BovdAs adtovd] the unalterableness 
of His decree, namely, to make all believers blessed through 
the seed of Abraham. Arbitrarily, because to the violent 

setting aside of the nearest circle of thought furnished by the 
context itself, Abresch (and similarly Michaelis, Storr, and 

Delitzsch): “crediderim, non juratam eam promissionem spec- 
tari, quam Abrahamo factam in superioribus dixerat, sed illud 
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nominatim jusjurandum, quo Christus sit pontifex creatus ad 
Melchisedeci rationem” (Ps. cx. 4). Neither ver. 20, nor 
vii. 1 ff, nor vii. 20, 21, 28, nor v. 10, contains a justi- 

fication of this view. — The substantively employed adjective 
brings out the idea of the unchangeableness, about the accentua- 
tion of which the author was here principally concerned, more 
emphatically than if tiv Bovdyy adtod tv apetaberoy had 
been written. —a@pera@etos in the N. T. only here and at 
ver. 18. — éuecitevoev Spxw] He came forward, as an inter- 
vening person, with an oath, As an intermediate person, sc. 
between Himself and Abraham. Men swear by God, because 
He is higher than they. Thus, in the case of an oath among 
men, God is the higher middle ‘person [so peoitns, Josephus, 

Antiq. iv. 6. 7], or the higher surety, for the fulfilment of the 
promise. But when G'od takes an oath He can only swear 
by Himself, since there is no higher one above Him, and thus 

only Himself undertakes the part of the surety or middle per- 
son. peoetevecy, in the N. T. only here, is employed transi- 
tively and intransitively ; in the latter sense here. It is taken 
transitively by Oecumenius, who supplements tv brrocyeou ; 
and Béhme, who supplements tiv BovrAyy. 

Ver. 18. Indication of purpose to éuecitevoey Opko, 
ver. 17, and consequently parallel to the participial clause 
there, wepurcotepov Bovdopevos e710. Tots KANpovo“. TIS €7. 
TO apeTabeTtov THs BovdAns avTov, but no mere repetition of 
the same, since the divine purpose, which was there pre- 
sented purely objectively in relation to Christians, is now 
subjectively turned in relation to them. — dia dv0 tpaypatev 
apetabétorv| by virtue of two unalterable facts, namely, by 
virtue of the promise and the oath. Against the connection 
(comp. vv. 13, 17) Reuss: l'une de ces choses c’est la parole 
évangélique apportée par Christ, l'autre le serment typique 
donné & Abraham.— évo] See Winer, Gramm. 7 Aufl. 
p. 63; Buttmann, Gramm. des neutest. Sprachgebr. p. 25.— 
év ols advvatoy wevoacba Oeov] in which (i.e. in connection 
with their fulfilment) it is impossible that God should have lied 

(deceived). For God is faithful. His bare word is trust- 
worthy; how much more thus when He confirms it by an 
oath! To supply a *uas to wWevcacPa (Heinrichs) is 
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inadmissible. — wapaxdnow] not “consolation” (Vulgate, 
Luther, Calvin, Jac. Cappellus, Piscator, Schlichting, Grotius, 

Owen, Boéhme, Ebrard, Bloomfield, Bisping, and the majority), 

but, as the hortatory tendency of our whole section requires: 
encouragement (Oecumenius, Theophylact, Estius, Semler, Carp- 
zov, Stuart, Bleek, Tholuck, de Wette, Delitzsch, Alford, 

Conybeare, Maier, Moll, Kurtz, and others). — Upon Tapd- 

krAnow éxyopev, not upon of katadvyortes (Primasius, 
Erasmus, Beza, Schlichting, Grotius, Akersloot, Wolf, Carpzov, 

Abresch, Schulz, Bohme, Kuinoel, Klee, de Wette, Ebrard, 

Bloomfield, Bisping, Delitzsch, Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. 
p. 749), Alford, Moll, Kurtz, Ewald, M‘Caul, and many 
others), does kpathcar THs Tpokerpéevns EXmLdos depend; 

so that of catadvyovtes is to be taken, with Oecumenius, 

Camerarius, Cameron, Seb. Schmidt, Heinrichs, Bleek, Maier, 

Hofmann, and others, absolutely. — ot xatapuyovtes] those who 
have fled, with the subordinate notion of having found refuge, 
thus the sheltered, saved ones. As regards the sense, the 
expression is to be thus filled up: we who have fled out of 
the sinful world, and have fled to God. As an analogon is 
compared of cmfouevor (Acts ii. 47, al.).—xpatioas tis 
Tpokemerns éArmisos] to hold fast (Luther, Schulz, Stuart, 
Bleek, Conybeare, Maier, Moll, Hofmann, and others) Zo. the 

hope lying in readiness. To interpret xkpatjoas as “to lay 

hold” (Wolf, Tholuck, de Wette, Alford, Kurtz, Ewald, a/.), 

with a right combining with mapaxdyow, is forbidden by the 
connection; comp. ver. 11, according to which the readers 
already possess the éAis, but not as yet any mAnpodopia 
thereof; comp. further the dsa paxpoOupias, ver. 12, and 
paxpoOupncas, ver. 15.—Tihs mpoKxetmévns €Amidos is 
not the same thing as tis éAmidos THY TpoKerméevwv, “ to 
the hope of the blessings of salvation which lie before us, 
which await us” (Bleek, de Wette, Tholuck, Maier), in such 

wise that a mingling of the objective notion of édmds with 
the subjective notion thereof would have to be assumed. 
Still less are we at liberty, with Grotius, Seb. Schmidt, 

Wittich, Peirce, Limborch, Heinrichs, Bohme, Kuinoel, Klee, 

Bloomfield, Alford, Hofmann, and others, to interpret éAzris 

in itself alone as “res sperata” (comp. Col. i 5). On the 
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contrary, ver. 19 points to the Christian hope in the subjective 
sense. As mpoxetmévn, however, lying at hand, or existing 

in readiness, this is characterized, since it is already infused 

into the Christians, has already been communicated to them as 
a blessing for possession, with their reception of Christianity. 

Ver. 19. Description of the absolute certainty of this 
Christian hope.—v] sc. éAwida. The referring back to 
mapuxkAnow (Grotius and others) is possible only in connec- 
tion with the erroneous interpretation of this word as 
“ solatium,” whereas, with the right apprehension of ver. 18, 
TapdkAnow éywouev serves for the mere introduction of 
KpaThca, THs TpoKkewevns EArriOos; tv thus most naturally 
links itself with éAmidos as the last preceding leading 
thought. To this must be added the consideration that 
frequently also elsewhere in antiquity—though nowhere else 
in Holy Scripture—the anchor is already employed as a 
figure of hope, and appears also upon coins as a symbol 
thereof. See Wetstein, Kypke, and Kuinoel ad loc. — iv 
@s ayKxupav éxowev THs Wuyns|] which we possess even as an 
anchor of the soul, v.e. m which we possess, as it were, an 

anchor of the soul, which affords it support and protection 
against the storms and perils of the earthly life. — There 
exists no good reason for making éyeuy equivalent to xazé- 
xew (Abresch, Dindorf, Bloomfield, and others).— acgdari 
te kal BeBaiay Kai cicepyouévny x.7.r.] which (sc. anchor) 
as sure and firm, and reaches into the interior of the veil. 

Wrongly does Carpzov (and so also Reuss) construe all these 
words with #v (sc. €dida). For, in order to render this 

possible, éyowev must have received its place only after ris 
Wuxijs, in such wise that os dyxupav tis Wuyis should admit 
of being separated by commas from that which precedes and 
follows. Equally inadmissible is it, however, when Abresch, 
Bohme, Bleek, Bloomfield, and others take only doar Te 
«al BeBaiav along with dyxvpav, and then refer back 
eloepyouevnv eis TO €o@TEpov TOU KaTaTeTdcpaTos tO HD 

(sc. €Amiéa). For although the figure of an anchor reaching 
on high, instead of penetrating into the depths, is an incon- 
gruous one, yet metaphors are never to be pressed, and in 
our passage the choice of the expression eicépyecGau eis to 
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€cwTepov points to the retention of the figure of the anchor, 
as well as the closely uniting te... Kal... xat to the 
intimate coherence of the three characteristics. — xata7eé- 
tagua| with the LXX. usually (Ex. xxvi. 31-35, xxvii. 21; 
Lev. xxi. 23, xxiv. 3; Num. iv. 5, al.), in the N. T. always 

(x. 20; Matt. xxvii. 51; Mark xv. 38; Luke xxiii. 45) of 
the second (ix. 3), or innermost curtain of the temple, the 
curtain before the Most Holy Place (93557), Comp. also 
Philo, de vita Mosis, iii. p. 669 B (with Mangey, II. p. 150): 
év 6€ TO pweOopio THY TeTTApwY Kal TéVTE KLOVOY, OTEP eoTl 
Kuplws eimety Tpovaor, eipyopuevov dSuciv tddopact, TO méev 
évdov Ov Kaneitat KatTaTéTacpa, TO 8 éxTos TMpocayo- 
peverat Kaduupa. bid. p. 667 C (IL. p. 148): ék d€ rav 
avT@v TO TE KaTaTéTaTHa Kal TO A~Eyouevoy KddAUUMA 
KATETKEVALETO’ TO MEV ELOW KATA TOUS Tégoapas Kiovas, WV 
eTiKpUTTNTal TO aduTOV’ TO 8 &Ew Kata Tovs TEVTE K.T.A.— 
TO €owTEpovy TOD KataTeTacpaTtos| the interior of the veil, 
i.e. that which is the interior with respect to the veil, or 
exists within the same, thus behind it. Designation of the 
Most Holy Place. Comp. Ex. xxvi. 33; Lev. xvi. 2, 12, 15. 
The Most Holy Place is spoken of as a symbol of heaven, 

where God is enthroned in His glory, and at His right hand 
is enthroned the exalted Christ. 

Ver. 20. Close of the digression made from v. 11 onwards, 

and apt return to v. 10. — 6émov] whither.  Inexact, 
as Luke ix. 57, John vii. 21 f£, and often, instead’ of 
the Oot, which is never used in the N. T. (see Winer, 

Gramm. 7 Aufl. p. 439); yet more significant than the 
latter, since it contains, in addition to the notion of having 

entered, the additional notion of remaining. — mpddpomos] as 
harbinger. The expression, in the N. T. only here, charac- 
terizes Christ as the first member in a series, thus glances at 
the fact that those who believe in Him shall attain to the 
Most Holy Place. Comp. John xiv. 2, 3.—drép ior} 
in our interest, or for our eternal welfare, namely, to obtain 
pardon for us (ix. 12), to represent us in the presence of God 
(ix. 24), and to open up for us an entrance into heaven itself 

(x. 19 f.). dép judy is to be construed, not with mpodpopos 

(Heinrichs, Bohme, Tholuck, Ebrard, and others), but (as 
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already the Peshito) with efofA@ev.—-In that which follows 
the emphasis rests upon cata tiv taéiv Meryicedéx 
(Bohme, Delitzsch, Alford, Maier, Hofmann), which on that 

account is preposed; not upon es Tov aidva (Bleck, 
Woerner), which latter, on the contrary, as an additional 

note of definition is derived only from the kata tay taka 
Meryic. 

Meyrr.—IIex. R 
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CVAP a aveleh 

Ver. 1. Instead of rod ipiorov, Elz. has only iicrov, Against 
ABCDEKLY, 238, 44, 46, 48, al. pl., Clem. Chrys. Theodoret, 
al, mult.—6 cvvavryoas] Lachm. and Alford, after A B C (corr.) 
DE Kx, 17, 117, al.: ts cuvavrqcus. Notwithstanding the 

strong support of authorities, manifest error, arising from the 
reading together of the article and the initial letter of the parti- 
ciple. — Ver. 4. Instead of the Recepta w xai dexarnv, Lachm. 
Bleek, Tisch. 1 read, after B D* E* Vulg. (Amiatin. Toletan.) 
It. Copt. Basm. Syr., merely @ dsxéryv. Certainly xa/ is not 
indispensable, and might be regarded as a later gloss from 
ver. 2. But with quite as much probability it may be supposed 
that it was added by the author himself, the words of ver. 2 
being still present to his mind. It is therefore, since it has in 
its favour the considerable attestation by A C D*** H** K 
Lr, by, as it appears, all the cursives, by the Vulgate (also 
Demidov. and Harlej.), Syr. Philonex. al., by Chrys. Theodoret, 
Damase. a/., Aug. Bede, with Griesb. Matthaei, Scholz, Tisch. 2, 
7, and 8, Bloomfield, Alford, to be retained. — Ver. 6. The 
article +év before ’ABpady is deleted by Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. 1 
and 8, and Alford, after B C D* x* 23, 57,109, al. In favour 
of the omission pleads the very sparing use made of the article 
before proper names in the Epistle to the Hebrews, the article 
as arule being placed only where, as in xi. 17, the perspicuity 
of the discourse imperatively demanded it. — Ver. 9. In place 
of the received Acuvi we have here, with Lachm. and Tisch. 1 
and 2, to write Acuts, after A (Acws) B C* 8*** (Asuess), In the 

ed. vii. and viii. Tisch. writes: Acue/c. — Ver. 10. Elz.: 6 Msa- 
xioedéx. Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. 1, Alford, after B C* D*¥, 73, 
118, al., Chrys.: MeAyscedéx. The rejection of the article is 
to be approved on the same grounds as in ver. 6.— Ver. 11. 
The Recepta ix airy vevowodernro (defended by Reiche) has 
decisive witnesses against it. Instead of 27 airy Is éx airings 
(approved by Grotius, placed on the inner margin by Griesb., 
adopted by Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. Alford), required by A BC 
D* E* x, 17, 31, 46, al., Cyril; instead of vevoj.odérnro 18 vevood é~ 
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sara: (already approved by Camerarius and Grotius, adopted 
by Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. Alford), required by A BC D* x, 17, 
47, 73, al., Cyril. — Ver. 13. spoctoynxev] Tisch. 1, after A C, 
17, al.: sposéoxvev. Commended to notice by Griesb. also. 
Rightly, however, do Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. 2, 7, and 8, Bloom- 
field, Alford, Reiche (Commentar. crit. p. 56, note 9), prefer the 
Recepta xpoctoxnxev. In favour of this pleads, besides the yet 
stronger attestation (B D E K Ls, Oecum. a/.), the parono- 
masia With weréoxnxer, consonant with the style of the Epistle 
to the Hebrews. — Ver. 14. Elz.: cidtv wepi tepwodvns. But 
A B O* D* Ex, 17, 47, al., It. Vulg. Copt. Sahid. Arm. Cyr. 
Chrys. (codd.) have: vepi ispéwy otdéy. Rightly adopted by 
Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. and Alford.  zepi iepwodvys is a glossematic 
elucidation. — Ver. 16. Instead of the Recepta cupxixijs, Griesb. 
Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. Alford have adopted capzivye, after A B 
C* D* Ls (also H in the title), many min. and Fathers. Rightly. 
sapzivns might easily be changed into cwpxix7e by transcribers, 
since capzimés 18 an adjective of very frequent recurrence in 
the N. T., cépxsvog a rare one. — Ver. 17. waprupe?ras] Elz. : 
waprupes Against preponderating testimony (A B D* E* x, 
17, 31, al., Copt. Sahid. Basm. Slav. Cyr. Chrys. Theophyl.). — 
Ver. 21. After aidva Elz. Griesb. Matthaei, Scholz, Lachm. 
Bloomfield, Reiche add once more: zara& rjy ra&E1y Meryrocdénx. 
Deleted by Bleek, Tisch. and Alford, after B C, 17, 80, Vulg. 
Sahid. Basm. Arm. Ambr. (?) Bede. Rejected also by Delitzsch. 
But without sufficient ground. For the words are found in A 
DEK Lw*** It. Syr. utr. Copt. a/., with Chrys. Theodoret, al., 
and the omission of them is to be explained by the fact that 
immediately after the same (ver. 22) the discourse is continued 
afresh with x«wra; the eye of the transcriber might thus easily 
wander from the first zaré to the second xaré. Also for &* 
there was found in the twofold xara the occasion for over- 
looking not only zara rqy ra Meaysozdéx, but in addition to 
this likewise <i stv aidiva.— Ver. 22. rocotre| So Elz. Griesb. 
Matthaei, Scholz, Bloomfield. But the weighty authority of 
A BC D* s* Athan. (cod.) a/. decides in favour of the form of 
the word preferred by Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. Delitzsch, Alford, 
socouro.— Ver, 23. Recepta: yeyovores iepe7s. So also Tisch. 2, 
7,and 8. As better attested, however (A C D E, Cyr. [twice] 
Chrys. [ims.]), the order of words : iepets yeyovores, is to be pre- 
ferred, with Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. 1, Delwssch: and Alford. — 
Ver. 26. Elz.: érperev. More correctly, however, Griesb. Lachm. 
Bleek, Scholz (?), Tisch. and Alford, after A B D E, Syr. utr. 
Arab. Erp. Euseb.: «ai ¢xpevey, 
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Vv. 1-10.’ While the author now in reality passes over to 
the work of developing the high-priesthood after the manner 

of Melchisedec, proper to Christ, and consequently of illustrat- 
ing upon every side the pre-eminence of the same above the 

Levitical high-priesthood, he dwells first of all upon the person 
of Melchisedec himself, in that, following the thread of the 
Seripture narrative, he brings vividly before his readers the 
exaltedness of Melchisedec’s position, and draws their attention 
to a threefold superiority of Melchisedec over the Levitical 
priests. 

Vy. 1-3. Elucidation of kata tyv tak Medyuoedex 
apYLepevs yevowevos eis Tov ava, vi. 20, by a delineation of 
the character of Melchisedec. Vv. 1-3 form a single proposi- 
tion, in which péves is the tempus finitum. The characteriza- 
tion of Melchisedec combines in the first half (Sacvdeds 

arn... euepiceyv "ABpadp, ver. 2) the historic traits 
which are afforded of him in Genesis (xiv. 18—20), while in 
the second half (zpotov pév x.7.r.) the author himself com- 
pletes the picture of Melchisedec, in reasoning from that 
historic delineation. — Bacirels Yarn] king of Salem. By 
Salem is understood, on the part of the Targumists, Josephus, 
Antig. 1. 10. 2, the majority of the Church Fathers, Grotius, 
Drusius, Owen, Michaelis, Gesenius, von Bohlen, Winer, 

Realworterdb. Il. 2 Aufl. p. 95, Stuart, Stengel, Tholuck, 
Bloomfield, Knobei, Bisping, Delitzsch, Auberlen, Moll, Kurtz, 

Hofmann, and others, Jerusalem. On the other hand, Primasius, 

Zeger, Jac. Cappellus, Whitby, Cellarius, Reland, Rosenmiiller, 

Bleek (see, however, at ver. 2), Tuch, Ewald, Alford, Maier, 

and others think of the place Sade, mentioned John 
ill. 23, situated eight Roman miles south of Scythopolis. The 
latter was, as we learn from Jerome (Ep. 126, ad Hvagriwin), 
the view already espoused in his day by the “ eruditissimi” 
amone the Hebrews, in opposition to “Josephus et nostri 
omnes,” as accordingly also it was thought that the ruins of 
the palace of Melchisedec were still to be shown at the last- 
named place in the time of Jerome. This S'areipu, mentioned 
John iii. 23, has, moreover, been held by some recent exposi- 

1¢, A. Auberlen, ‘* Melchisedek’s ewiges Leben und Priesterthum Hebr. 7” 
(Stud. w. Krit, 1857, H. 3, p. 453 ff.). 
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tors, as Bleek and Alford, to be likewise identical with the 

Yarn, Judith iv. 4. More correct, however, is the first- 
named view. For, besides the earlier name Jebus for Jerusalem 

(Judg. xix. 10, al.), occurs also the early name Salem (Ps. 
Ixxvi. 3 [2]), and the narrative in Genesis (xiv. 17 ff.) points 
unmistakeably to the southern part of ihe land. Comp. 
specially Knobel, Genesis, 2 Aufl., Leipz. | 860, p. 149 f. — 

iepevs ToD Beod Tov WrlaTou] priest of God, the Most High. In 
the monotheistic sense, as in Genesis, vid. ibid. ver. 22.— 6 

cuvavtncas "ABpadm x.7.r.] who went to meet Abraham when 
he was returning from the smiting of the kings (Gen. xiv. 12 ff), 
and blessed him.— Kal evroynoas adtov] Gen. xiv. 19, 20. 
Wrongly is it alleged by Heinrichs that evAoyety denotes only: 
eratulari de victoria tam splendida. 

Ver. 2. To whon also Abraham portioned out the tenth of all 
(se. that he had gained as booty; comp. €« tov axpobiviwr, 
ver. 4). —mpa@tov mev Epunvevomevos Bacireds dixacocvyys] he 
who first, interpreted (zc. if one translates his Hebrew name 
pay“ apo into Greek), is King of Righteousness. Comp. 
Josephus, Antig. 1.10. 2: Meryioedéxns, onpatver S€ TodTO 
Bacwreds  dixaros. — Bell. Jud. vi. 10: 6 8& rpdtos Kticas 
(Iepoco\vpa) iv Xavavaiov Svvactns, 6 TH TaTplo yAooon 

KAnGeis Bactreds Sikatos* Hv yap 61 TotodTos. The author of 

the epistle, however, following more closely the sense of the 
Hebrew words, renders the name by Bacwreds drxatocvyns 

(instead of rendering it Bacireds Sixatos, as Josephus does), 
and thereby brings out more clearly the part sustained by 
Melchisedec as a type of Christ, inasmuch as the latter is 
not only Himself righteous (comp. Zech. ix. 9; Jer. xxiii. 5), 
but also the mediatorial author of righteousness for others. 
Comp. 1 Cor. i, 30; Jer. xxiii. 6; Mal. iv. 2; Dan. ix. 24.— 

eveita 6€ kal Baciredrs Yarnp, 6 eoti Bacireds eipnvys] and 

then also king of Salem, which is (denotes) king of peace. 

Comp. with regard to Christ as our peace and peace-bringer, 
Eph. i. 14, 15, 17; Rom. v. 1; also Isa. ix. 6, 7. —6 éotw] 
corresponds to the épyunvevouevos of the previous clause, — 
There is no reason for taking Salem, with Bohme and Bleek, 

after the precedent given by Petrus Cunaeus, de Rep. Hebrae- 
orum, ill. 3, as not being the name of a place at all, but 
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Bactreds Yadju together as forming the further name of the 
man, since the author of the epistle might discover a typical 
reference to Christ not only in the personal name of Mel- 
chisedec, but also in the name of the state over which he 

ruled as king and prophet. The author, for the rest, interprets 
the name of the place as though not pow (peaceful) but nidyi 
(peace) had been written in the Hebrew,—a mode of render- 
ing in which Philo had already preceded him. Comp. Lrgg. 
allegor. iii. 25; p. 75 (with Mangey, I. p. 102f): kai 
Maeryicedéx Bacihéa te THS Eeipyvns—Sadj todTo yap 
Epunveverar—iepéa Eavtod temolnxey 0 Beds. 

Ver. 3. "Amatap, auyntwp, ayeveadoyntos| without father, 
without mother, without pedigree, re. of whom neither father, 

nor mother, nor pedigree stands recorded in Holy Scripture. 
This is the usual interpretation of the words, which has been 
the prevalent one in the church from early times to the 

present. Less natural, and only in repute here and there, is 
the explanation: who possessed neither father nor mother, etc., 

according to which the sacred writer must have recognised in 
Melchisedec a higher, superhuman being, who had only for a 
time assumed a human form. The latter view was taken by 
Origen and Didymus, who would maintain that Melchisedec is: 
to be regarded as an angel; in like manner ‘the unknown 
authority in Jerome, ad Hvagr.; Hilary, Quaestt. in V. T. 
quaest. 109, and the Egyptian Hieracas in Epiph. Haeres. 67, 
who saw in him an ensarcosis of the Holy Ghost; as also the 
Melchisedecites, a section of the Theodotians, who described 

him as peyadnv tia Svvayw Oeiav, surpassing in exalted- 
ness even Christ Himself, since Christ appeared after the 
likeness of Melchisedec; finally, single individuals in the 
orthodox church, in Epiphanius, Maer. 55. 7; as also after- 
wards, P. Molinaeus, Vates, iv. 11 sq.; P. Cunaeus, le. ;. J. C. 

Hottinger, de Decimis Judacorum, p. 15; dOutrein, Starck, 

and others, who supposed that in Melchisedec the Son of God 
Himself had appeared in human form. This whole method of 
interpretation has against it the fact that adyeveadoyntos— 
for not ayévntos is placed—can be understood without 
violence only of the neglect to cite the genealogical table of 
Melchisedec in the narrative of the Book of Genesis [comp. 
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ver. 6]; and dwdtwp, auytowp must be taken conformably 
with the elucidatory @yeveadoyntos, thus are likewise to be 

explained merely of the father and mother being passed over 
unnamed in the historic account, not of their actual non- 

existence. The characteristics amadtop, auntap, ayevea- 
Adyntos, moreover, are to be referred—since dPwporwpévos 

dé Td vid Tod Oeod cannot yet be brought into correspondence 
therewith—only to Melchisedec, without our being obliged to 
seek for them a special point of comparison with Christ, as is 

done by Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact, 

Cornelius a Lapide, Jac. Cappellus, Bisping, a/. (comp. also 
Kurtz ad loc.), in applying the a@vatwp to Christ’s humanity, 
the duytwp to His divinity, and the ayeveadoyntos either 
likewise to His divinity or to His New Testament high priest- 
hood. Comp. eg. Theodoret: ’Apijrwop péev yap éotiv ws Beds: 
Ex movov yap yeyévynTat TOD TaTpos’ aTaTwp dé ws avOpwTros: 
€x povns yap éréxOn pntpds, THs mapOévov nul: aryevea- 
AoynTos ws Oeds: od yap xpnber yeveadroyias o €& ayevyyntov 
yeyevynpevos matpos.— By means of atdtwp, apyitop, 
ayevearoyntos, Melchisedec appears as presenting a contrast 
to the Levitical priests, since in the case of these scrupulous 
attention was paid to the descent. — The expression ayevea- 
AoynTos only here in all Greek literature. — pte apynv 
nuepav punte Cwijs Tédos Exwv] without beginning of days and 
without end of life, namely, in that nothing is related in Holy 
Scripture either of his birth or his death. The statement is 
quite a general one. To limit it to the beginning and end of 
the priesthood (Cameron, Seb. Schmidt, Limborch, Whitby, 

Kuinoel, Hofmann, al.) is arbitrary. Nor is the meaning of 
the words, that Melchisedec was not born in the ordinary 

human way, and, something like Enoch and Elijah, was taken 
up to heaven without experiencing death (Hunnius, Braun, 
Akersloot ; comp. also Bleek, p. 322 ff; Nagel: “On the 

significance of Melchisedec in the Epistle to the Hebrews,” in 
the Stud. u. Krit. 1849, H. 2, p. 332 ff.; Nickel in Leuter’s 

Ltepertor. 1858, Feb. p. 102 f.; Alford), a sense which conflicts 
with the right apprehension of the opening words of the verse. 
— apwpoiwpevos 56 76 vid Tod Oeod] on the contrary (therein) 

made entirely like unto the Son of God, namely, as type of the 
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same. The words do not belong to pévee tepeds eis To Sinvexés 
(Peshito, Grotius, a/.). For with justice does Theodoret 
already observe: €v pévtot TH lepwovvn od Meryioedéx 
Hepipntat tov Seorotny Xpiotov, arn o Seatrotyns Xpioros 
lepevs els Tov aidva Kata tiv Takiyv Medxioedéx. They form, 
by means of the closely combining 6é, a more precise positive 
defining tothe negative pire apxiy jpepadv unre Cwis TéEXos Exwr. 
Chrysostom: ’"Adwpowwpévos 6€, dnol, TO vid Tov Oecd’ Kai Tod 
» opowoTns; “Ott kat TovTov KaKelvou TO TéAosS ayvoobpuev Kal 
THY apxnv' GAA TovTOV pev Tapa TO pr yeypadOat, éxelvov 
5€ Tapa TO pu eivat.— péver iepeds eis TO Sinverés] remains 
priest for ever,in that, as of his end of life so also of the cessa- 
tion of his priesthood, nothing is recorded. He remains so in 
the reality of his office, but only as a figure and type of Christ. 
Against the view of Auberlen (/.c. p. 497), that Melchisedec is 
termed an everlasting priest in no other sense than as, accord- 
ing to the Apocalypse, all the blessed in heaven are so, see the 
observations of Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebrierbr. p. 202 t, 

Remark. The subject, moreover, in péves is naturally the 
Melchisedec of Genesis, not, as Wieseler contends (Schrr. d. 

Univ. zw Kiel aus d. J. 1860, VI. 1, p. 40): “the Melchisedec 
of the passage in the Psalms just mentioned (vi. 20), or the 
true antitypal Melchisedec or Messiah.” For it is not gram- 

matically allowable, with Wieseler, to take the words Baowevs 

Sar... adwporbpevos dé TO vid Tod Oeod as an apposition 
merely to 6 Medysredéx, and not to the whole expression 
odtos 6 Medxioedéx, and in connection with obdros 0 Men- 

xucedex to rest the emphasis exclusively upon odtos. — els To 
Sunvexes| of the same import as es Tov ai@va, vi. 20. Comp. 
x A 2s. 

Ver. 4. Oewpetre] is imperative, whereby a strain is to be 
put on the attention for that which follows: but behold, namely, 

inwardly, ze. consider.— wnrikos] how great, i.e. how high and 
exalted. — obtos @ Kal Sexatnv ABpaap émxev K.7.r.] Resum- 
ing of the historic notice already adduced at the beginning of 
ver, 2, in order then further to argue from the same. By the 
choice and position of the words, however, the author brings 

out the 77AcKos in its truth and inner justice. (Choice of the 
words axpo@ivia and matprapyns,—the latter in place of 
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the elsewhere more usual 0 raTyp in regard to Abraham,— 
and effective placing of the characterizing title o matpiapyns 
at the close of the proposition at a far remove from the name 
"ABpadp.) — Kai dSexatny] cad is not the merely copulative 
“ also,’ as ver. 2 (Hofmann), but is used as giving intensity. It 
gives intensity, however, not to the swbyject (so Luther, Grotius, 
Owen, Carpzov: “ Abraham himself also”),—for then @ Kat 
"ABpadu Sexatny édwxev must have been written,—but the pre- 
dicate: towhom Abraham gave even the tenth. — axpoOivia] com- 
posed of dxpos and Ov, in the. N. T. a dra Neyopevoy, denotes 
the uppermost of the heap, the choice or best thereof. The 
expression is most current with regard to the first-fruits of the 
harvest presented to the Godhead; not seldom, however, is it 

used of the best, which was selected out of the spoils of war 
as an offering consecrated to the Godhead. In our passage, too, 
axpo@iva denotes not simply the spoils acquired by Abraham 
(so Chrysostom: ta Addvpa; Oecumenius: €« TaY cKUAwY 
Kal AXagvpwv , Erasmus, Luther, Vatablus, Calvin, Schlichting, 
Bohme, Kuinoel, Stuart, Bloomfield, and the majority), but the 
choicest, most valuable articles thercof. Theophylact: é« trav 
Aadvpwv THY KpetTTOVvoV Kal TyuwTtépov. Not that the mean- 
ing of the author is, that Abraham gave to Melchisedec the 
tenth part of the most choice objects among the booty acquired, 

but that the tithes which he presented to Melchisedec con- 
sisted of the choicest, most excellent portions of the booty. — 
6 Tatpiapyns| he, the patriarch, The sonorous name of 
honour watpiapxns, composed of matpid and apy, designates 
Abraham as the father of the chosen race, and ancestor of the 

people of Israel. Comp. Acts ii. 29, where David is dis- 

tinguished by the same title of honour, and Acts vii. 8, 9, 

where the twelve sons of Jacob are so distinguished. 

Vy. 5-10. Unfolding of the myXdxos ob Tos x.7.X., ver. 4, 

in that Melchisedec is compared with the Levitical priests, 
and a threefold superiority of the former over the latter is 
pointed out. 

Vv. 5—7. First point of superiority. The Levitical priests, 
indeed, take tithes of their brethren, although these brethren, 

in like manner as they, have descended from Abraham : they 
have thus, it is true, a pre-eminence above these; but they 
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are inferior to Melchisedec, since this man took tithes of 

Abraham himself, the common ancestor of the Jewish people, 

and blessed him. 
Ver. 5. Admission of the relatively privileged position of 

the Levitical priests. — xa/] the explanatory: and certainly. — 
of pev x.T.X.] preparatory to the adversative o 6é «.7.X., ver. 6. 
—ol éx tov vidv Aeul Thy lepateiavy AapPavovtes| those of 
the sons (descendants) of Levi who obtain the office of priest. 
For not all Levites, but only those of them who claimed 
lineage from the house of Aaron, were entitled to enter upon 
the priesthood. Comp. Ex. xxvii. 1 ff; Num. i. 10, 38, 
Xvi, xvill. 1 ff, al. Mistaken is the opinion of Delitzsch, 

Maier, and Moll (in coinciding with Hofmann), that the é« in 
€x Tov viov Aevi is the causal éx of origin: “ those who receive 

the priesthood from the sons of Levi, 7e. by virtue of their 
descent from Levi, in such wise that their person is not taken 
into account as such, but only in so far as they belong to this 
lineage.” If that had been intended, of é« trav vidy Aevi 
évtTes Kal Ova TOUTO TiV ‘epatelav AapPdvovTes must have been 
written. — évtodny éyovow aodexatody Tov aby KATA TOY 

vomov| have a charge to tithe the people according to the law. 

Comp. Num. xviii. 20-32; Deut. xiv. 22-29; Neh. x. 38, 
39; de Wette, Lehrb. der hebr.-jiid. Archiologie, 3 Aufl. p. 
273 £.; Delitzsch, Zalmudische Studien, XIV. Justification of 

Heb. vii. 5+ (in Guericke’s Zettschr. f. d. gesammete luth. Theol. u. 
Kirche, 1868, H. 1, p. 16 ff.). — «ata Tov vouor] belongs not 
to Tov Xaov (Seb.Schmidt, Hammond, Starck, Bohme, Hofmann), 
against which even the non-repetition of the article after Xaov 
decides; nor yet to a@odexatoby (Owen, Delitzsch, Alford, Maier, 

Ewald), but to évtorAny éyouvow.— In the closing words, tov- 

1 The justification consists of the attempted proof that in the post-exilian age 
the tenth was no longer levied in the first place by the Levites,—who had 
been wont only afterwards to render to the priests the portion pertaining to 
the same,—but the priests themselves had entered upon the right of levying 
the tenth, which had been originally assigned to the Levites. Nevertheless, 
however the matter may have stood in this respect, there was hardly any need 
of a justification of the words Heb. vii. 5, since no statement whatever as to 
the mode of receiving the tenths is contained in the same; on the contrary, 
these words are equally appropriate for indirect as for direct levying of the 
tithes. 
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TéoTl TOvs adeAhovs avTav, KaiTep K.T.r., Bleek, after the 
example set by Bohme, erroneously finds the sense: “ that, 
although they are the posterity of Abraham, the lauded patri- 
arch, who are tithed by the Levitical priests, yet they are, 
after all, still the brethren of the latter, zc. fellow-Israelites ; 

which cannot be so astonishing as when Abraham himself paid 
the tithes to Melchisedec.” On the contrary, the elucida- 
tion of tov Aacv by Touvtéotw Tors adeAfols av’TaV serves 
to bring into more striking relief the singularity of the azo- 
dexatovv; since elsewhere only the higher receives tithes 
from the lower, not the equal from the equal (as here an Abra- 
hamides from an Abrahamides), and this singularity of the 
atodexatoor is then yet further manifested by xatmep é&edn- 
AvOdTas ex THs dadvos "ABpadu. The author can therefore 
only design, by means of ver. 5, to characterize the priests as 
primt inter pares. This superiority, however, in regard to 
their own fellow-Israelites, the author concedes only in order 
immediately after, ver. 6, to oppose to the same the inferiority 

in regard to Melchisedec. — é&épyeaOau éx tis dodtos Twos] 
So the LXX. render the Hebrew ‘2 "yoni My) Gen. xxv. a; 

2 Chron. vi. 9. 
Ver. 6. Notwithstanding this privileged position of the 

Levitical priests (ver. 5), Melchisedec yet occupies a far higher 
position. —o 6é€] is not to be taken alone, as by Bohme, 
Kuinoel, and Klee, and then to be supplemented by ty ‘epa- 
telav AaBov from ver. 5; but 6 dé wi) yeveaXoyovpmevos 
€£ avtoy belongs together: Melchisedec, on the contrary, with- 
out (un) his family or descent being derived from them, received 
tithes of Abraham. — é€ avtwyv| refers neither to the Israelites 
(Epiph. Haer. 67. 7; Cornelius a Lapide, Braun, Ernesti, 

Schulz) nor to Levi and Abraham (Grotius), but to the viot 
Aevi, ver. 5.— The parallel clause, cal rov éyovta tas étary- 
yedlas evroynkev] and blessed him who had the promises, serves 

yet further to make manifest the dignity and exaltedness of 
Melchisedec. For, by the fact that Abraham had received the 
divine promises, that his seed should be multiplied; and in 
him all nations of the earth should be blessed (Gen. xii. 2 f,, 
xu. 14 f.), he had been already most highly favoured of God. 
How high thus must that man stand, who imparts his blessing to 
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one already so highly favoured, since truly—as is immediately 
expressly added, ver. 7—the dispenser of the blessing is ever 
more exalted than the recipient of the blessing! Oecumenius: 
eEjpe tov “APpadp, va wrelov éEapyn Tov Meryicedée. 

Ver. 7 joined on by means of 6é, since the verse contains 
the major of a syllogism. The minor is already furnished in 
the second half of ver. 6, and the conclusion: “therefore 

Melchisedee is more exalted than Abraham,” is left to the 

readers themselves to supply. — The neuters To €NatTov and 
TO Kpetttov serve for the generalization of the statement, 
inasmuch as the author has only persons in view. Comp. 
Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 167.— The truth of the statement, 

however, is apparent, in that the author is thinking of the 
blessing imparted in the name of God and by virtue of the 
divine authority. For Melchisedec as the priest of God was 
the representative of God, or one divinely commissioned, in 
the communicating of the blessings. 

Ver. 8. Second point of superiority. The Levitical priests 
are mortal men; but of Melchisedec it is testified that he 

lives. — By kat @de pév, “and here,’ reference is made to 
the Levitical priests, by éxez dé, “ but there,” to Melchisedec, 
because the Levitical priesthood still continues to exist to the 
time of our author, thus having something about it near and 
present ; the historic appearing of Melchisedec, on the other 
hand, falls in the period of hoary antiquity. — dexatas] The 
plural, on account of the plurality of tithes levied by the 
Levitical priests. — aroOvicKxovtes] as the principal notion 
placed before avOpw7ov. — atroOvnckovtes dvOpwrot] men who 
die (irrevocably or successively), comp. ver. 23.— éxet 6é€ 
papTtupovmevos OTe 6H] but there, one who has testimony that he 

lives, sc. Sexatnv éaBev. That by reason of the coherence 

with that which precedes only Melchisedec can be understood, 
and not (with Justinian, Jac. Cappellus, Heinsius, and Pyle) 
Christ, scarcely stands in need of mention. 4, as opposition 

to amoOvijcKovtes, can be interpreted only absolutely, of the 
life which is not interrupted by death. That the author, in 

connection with waptupovpevos, had before his mind a testi- 
mony contained in the Holy Scriptures of the Old Covenant, 
admits of no doubt. Whether, however, he derived the testi- 
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mony of Melchisedec’s continued life from the silence of Scrip- 
ture as to Melchisedec’s death, or found in the declaration, Ps. 

ex. 4, a direct proof therefor, or, finally, combined the two 

facts together, and deduced his conclusion from both in 
common, is a question hardly to be decided. The jirst sup- 

position is entertained by Calvin, Estius, Drusius, Piscator, 
Grotius, Owen, Wolf, Bengel, Stein, Bisping, Delitzsch, Maier, 

Moll, and others; the second, by Theodoret, Zeger, Whitby, 

Heinrichs, Bleek, Bloomfield, Alford, Conybeare, Kurtz, M‘Caul, 

Woerner, and others; the third, by Bohme, Riehm, Lehrbegr. 
des Hebriierbr. pp. 201, 454, and others. 

Vv. 9,10. Third point of superiority. In Abraham, Levi 
the receiver of the tithes has also already been tithed by 
Melchisedec. — The formula ws évos eizetv, of very common 
occurrence with classic writers, as likewise frequently met with 
in Philo, is found in the N. T. only here. It denotes either: 

to say it in one word (in shert), or: so to say, 1.e. Vi some sense. 
Theophylact: To 5é ws éos etzety 7) ToODTO cHmalver 6,7e Kal 
év cuvTope eimeiv, 7) avtl Tod WwW’ ovTws eizw. In the former 
sense our passage is apprehended by Camerarius, Jac. Cappellus, 
Er. Schmid, Owen (preferably), Elsner, Wolf, Bengel, Heumann; 
in the latter,—and this is here the more correct one,—the 

Vulgate, Faber Stapulensis, Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Schlichting, 

Grotius, Carpzov, Kypke, Heinsius, Bohme, Kuinoel, Stuart, 

Bleek, de Wette, Stengel, Tholuck, Bloomfield, Bisping, 

Delitzsch, Alford, Maier, Moll, Kurtz, Ewald, Hofmann, 

Woerner, and the majority. The author himself feels that the 
thought he is on the point of expressing has something 
singular and unusual about it. Thus he mitigates and limits 
the harshness thereof by @s ézos etmetv, whereby he indicates 
that the ensuing statement is, notwithstanding its inner truth, 
not to be understood literally. — 6.’ “ABpadu] by Abraham, 
zc. by the fact that Abraham gave the tenth. "ABpadp isa 

genitive. Mistaken; Augustine (de Genes. ad lit. x. 19): 
propter Abraham ; Photius (in Oecumenius): dua Tov dSexato- 
Gévta “ABpadw dnoe tporov twa Kal o ev TH Oovi avTov Ere 
ay Aevi dedexatwtar, — Aevis] As is shown by the participle 
present in the addition 0 dexdtas AauSavev, we have not to 
think of the mere individual personality of Levi, but of him in 
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connection with his posterity, thus of Levi as ancestor and 
representative of the Jewish priests. 

Ver. 10. Proof for the assertion ver. 9. When Abraham 

gave the tenth to Melchisedec, he was as yet childless, and 

therefore at that time still bore his descendants as in germ in 
himself. When, accordingly, by the presentation of the tenth 
he acknowledged a superior rank of Melchisedec over himselt, 
he rendered homage to the latter not only in his own person, 
but at the same time as the representative of his posterity, as 
yet incapable of independent action, because as yet unborn, — 
étt €v TH oohvi TOD TaTpos eivat] to be as yet in the loins of 
the father, or to be yet unborn, The expression is explained by 

the analogous é&pyecOau éx tis dadvos Tivos, ver. 5: by 
generation to proceed from one’s loins. — Tod matpos] is not to 
be taken, with Bleek, as a “universally recognised designation” 
of Abraham (ie. as father of the Jews and Christians), It 

stands in special relation to Levi; thus: Ais father, wherein, 

of course, seeing Abraham was the great-grandfather of Levi, 
maTnp is to be understood in the wider sense, or as progenitor. 

Vv. 11-17. The Levitical priesthood in general has, together 
with the Mosaic law, lost its validity. 

Ver. 11. From the inferiority of the Levitical priesthood to 
the priesthood of Melchisedec, just proved, it followed that the 
former was imperfect and incapable of leading to perfection. 
This fact is now presupposed by the author as a self-evident 
consequence, and he proceeds at once to demonstrate the truth 
thereof. — odv] deduces the conclusion from vv. 5—10, not 
from vi. 20 (de Wette, Bisping), whereby an interruption 
ensues in the continuity of the development begun by the 
author. — e¢] with the indicative preterite (iv. 8, vill. 4), sup- 
position of an impossible case: if there were, if there existed ; 
in combination with dua: if it were effected. — Tedetwors] per- 
jection, zc. attainment of the highest goal of mankind in a 
moral and religious respect. There is included in it the 
obtaining of the expiation of sins and the glory to come. 
Comp. ix. 9, x. 1, 14, xi. 40.— 0 Aads yap én’ adths vevopo- 
Oérntat] for the people on the ground thereof hath received the 
law. These words can be taken only as a parenthesis (against 
Stein). vopoerety tive signifies to give laws to one, to pro- 
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vide one with a law (here the Mosaic law). The mode of 
transposing this active construction into the passive o ads 
vevomoléTntas is quite the usual one ; comp. Winer, Grami., 
7 Aufl. p. 244 f— én’ adris] relates not to Terelwous (so, 
upon the supposition of the reading é7’ av’tA, Vatablus, but 
undecided ; Seb. Schmidt, Starck, Rambach), but to tis 

Aevitixis tepwotvns. émt, however, denotes: upon the grownd 
or condition of the existence of the Levitical priesthood, i.e. the 
Levitical priesthood is indissolubly conjoined with the Mosaic 
law which the people has received; it forms a foundation 
pillar upen which the latter rests, so that with the fall of the 
one the other also must fall (ver. 12). Erroneously,—because 
the statement thus arising would be too insignificant, and 
because évi in this sense is used only with verba dicendi (comp. 
Gal. ui. 16; Heindorf, ad Plat. Charm. p. 62; Bernhardy, 

Syntax, p. 248)—Schlichting and Grotius [as also Whitby]: 
de sacerdotio Levitico legem accepit [an interpretation already 

rejected by Junius and Piscator]; as likewise Bleek I.: the 
people had received legal instruction concerning the Levitical 
priesthood. — But to what end the parenthesis? Its design 
is to indicate the ground on which one might expect to attain 
to the tedelwovs,—if the Mosaic law were at all capable of 
leading thereto,—by the intervention of the Levitical priest- 
hood, since the Mosaic law is erected upon this very Levitical 
priesthood as its basis. — ris ére ypela] sc. Hv, or dv Hv. The 
words following ypeia are not to be blended together inte one 
thought (Faber Stapulensis, Luther, Baumgarten, Chr. Fr. 
Schmid), in such wise that NéyeoPas is governed immediately 
by xpeva, and again all the rest (kata tip taév Medryuoedéx 
érepov aviotacbar tepéa Kab ov kata tiv taki “Aapwr) by 
Aéyec@at. The position of the words would then be contorted, 

and one explicable on no justifying grounds. On the contrary, 
the infinitive clause xata tiv taEw Medryicedéx €repov 
avictac@at iepéa depends at once upon the immediately 
preceding tis ére ypeva; and to this first infinitive clause the 
second kal ob Kata tiv takw ’Aapwv éyeo@ar forms an 
epexegetic parallel clause: What need was there still then (or: 
would there then still have been) that another priest should arise 
“after the order of Melchisedec,” and not be called (priest) 



272 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS. 

after the order of Aaron ? — é7t] sc. after the Levitical priest- 
hood had long been instituted, and in general the Mosaic law 
promulgated. — €repov] in distinction from dAdAov, brings 
prominently forward the dissimilarity of his nature and con- 
stitution as compared with that of the Levitical priests. — To 
kai we have not to supplement the whole idea @repov iepéa, 
but only tepéa.— ov, however, is placed, not py as the 
infinitive AeyeoPae might seem to require, because the nega- 
tion extends to only a part of the clause. ov, namely, is 
closely associated with cata tiv tak’ Aapov, and forms with 
the same merely a more precise definition to the tepéa which 
is to be supphed, so that the total expression xai (‘epéa) ov 
Kata Thy Ta&w “Aapev presents an opposition to the foregoing 
total expression kata tiv Tab Medryioedéx érepov tepea. — 
AeyecOar] namely, Ps. cx. 4. That AeyerPar is not to be 
taken im the sense of eligi (Kuinoel, Stein, al.) is already 
shown by the Aeyeras, ver. 13. 

Ver. 12. In the parenthesis, ver. 11, the author has brought 

forward in general the close connectedness of the Levitical 
priesthood with the Mosaic law, and thereby already indicated 
that if the former is an imperfect and unsatisfying one, the 
same also is true of the latter; the perishing of the one 
involves also the perishing of the other. This truth the 
author now further specially urges, by means of a corrobora- 
tion of the parenthetical remark, ver. 11. So in recent times 
also Alford and Woerner. Otherwise is the connection 
apprehended by Bleek, de Wette, Bisping, Delitzsch, Riehm 
(Lehrbegr. des Hebrdécrbr. p. 484), Maier, and Moll. They 
refer yap to the main thought in ver. 11, and find in ver. 12 

an indication of the reason “why a change of the sacerdotal 
order would not have ensued without an urgent cause, namely, 

because such change would have involved also a change of the 
law in general.” But subject-matter and form of expression 
in ver. 12 point back to the parenthesis, ver. 11. For in both 
the author is speaking of the inseparable conjunction of the 
Levitical priesthood with the Mosaic law; and ém’ avdris, 
ver. 11, is resumed by tis lepwavyns, ver. 12; vevopoblérntar, 
ver. 11, by vouou, ver. 12. — petatiBeuévns] denotes, like the 
feTad@ecvs immediately following, certainly as to its verbal 
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signification, only a transformation or change (not specially, as 
Chrysostom, Piscator, Grotius, Bengel, Heinrichs, Stuart, and 

others suppose, a transference of the priesthood to another 
tribe of the Jewish people, or to a non-Aaronides). As regards 
the thing intended, however,—as is manifest from the parallel 
adétnoes, ver. 18,—an actual rendering obsolete or abrogation 

is spoken of. The author thus still expresses himself with 
delicacy of feeling. — That, further, yojos is to be limited, 
neither, with Beza, Pareus, Piscator, Grotius, Wittich, Chr. Fr. 

Schmid, Zachariae, Whitby, Schulz, to the law of the priest- 

hood, nor, with Calvin, Cornelius a Lapide, Jac. Cappellus, 
Carpzov, Kuinoel, Klee, and others, to the ceremonial law, but 

is to be interpreted of the Mosaic law in general, is self- 
evident. 

Vv. 138,14. First proof of ver. 12. Levitical priesthood 
and Mosaic law have lost their validity. For Christ, to whom 
the utterance of God, Ps. cx. 4, refers, belongs in point of 
fact to another tribe, which, according to Mosaic ordinance, 

has nothing to do with the administration of the priesthood. 
Ver. 13. "Eq’ 6v] With regard to whom. Comp. Mark ix. 

12, 13; Rom. iv. 9.—Aéyetas tadta] contains, like the 
Neyer Gas of ver. 11, a direct allusion to the declaration of God, 
Ps. cx. 4. Wrongly Paulus: that which I have said hereto- 
fore. — puarfs étépas petécynnev] has part in another tribe 
(i.e. in a tribe different from that of Levi), namely, as member 
thereof. — aq’ 7s] descended from which, or belonging to the 
number of its members. — ovdels mpocéaynkev TH Ovacactnpio| 
no one, namely, according to the ordinance of the law, attends 
at the altar, z.e. performs the priestly functions. 

Ver. 14. Further evidencing of ver. 13.— mpodndrov yap, 
ore] for it is clearly apparent that. The wpo in tpodndov is 
not to be taken, with Peirce (following Owen), temporally, 
according to which the sense would be, that Christ’s descent 
from the tribe of Judah was made known beforehand, ie. 

before He had yet arisen upon earth,—with which, in the first 

place, the perfect avatétaXxev does not harmonize——but 
contains the notion of lying manifestly before the eyes. Theo- 
doret : 70 7podnXov ws avavrippyntov TéBetKe. mTpo serves, there- 
fore, only for the strengthening of the simple 6#Ao0v. Comp. 

Meryer,—HEs. Ss 
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1 Tim. v. 24, 25. — é& "Iovéda] out of Judah, te. from the 
tribe of Judah (comp. Rev. v. 5; Gen. xlix. 9, 10). With 
emphasis preposed. — dvarétrarker] has arisen or sprung forth. 
The figure which underlies the verb is either that of a rising 
Star (comp. Num. xxiv: 17; Mal. tv: 2'> Isa’ Ix 1) sar tat a 

tender shoot coming up from the ground (Gen. xix. 25; Isa. 
xliv. 4; Ezek. xvii. 6; comp. also avatody, M23, with refer- 

ence to the Messiah, Jer. xxiii. 5; Zech. iii. 8, vi. 12).—o 

Kuptos nov] Jesus Christ.— eis sv gvAnv] in reference to 
which tribe. — vepi tepéwy]| sc. who should be taken out of 
the same. 

Vv. 15-17. Second proof of ver. 12. The abrogation ot 
the Levitical priesthood and the Mosaic law follows further 
from the fact that the new priest who is promised is to bear 
resemblance to Melchisedec, whereby it is made manifest that 
his characteristic peculiarity is one quite different from that 
of the Levitical priests. 

Ver. 15. Kal mwepiocdtepov ets Katadnrov éoriv| and the 
more still is wt evident, namely, that with the Levitical priest- 

hood the whole Mosaic law, too, is changed (and deprived of 
validity), ver. 12. Comp. also ver. 18. Not: what differ- 

ence there is between the Levitical and the N. T. priesthood 
(Chrysostom: To pécoy THs lepwovvns Exatépas, TO Suddhopor, 
Clarius, Zeger, Bisping) ; nor yet that perfection is to be found, 
not in the Levitical priesthood, but in the priesthood of Christ 
(Jac. Cappellus, Bengel, Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 1, 2 Aufl. 
p- 551; Delitzsch); and just as little: that the priesthood is 
changed (Primasius, Justinian, Owen, Hammond, Rambach, 

Chr. Fr. Schmid, Stuart, Klee, Paulus). Quite mistakenly 

Ebrard: to cataéndov éotiv we have to supply from ver. 14 
the clause dre €& "Iovda avarétadxev 0 Kvpios uov: “ that 
Jesus descended from Judah is first in itself an acknowledged 
fact (ver. 14); this, however, is so much the more clear, since 
(ver. 15) it follows from the Melchisidecian nature of His 
priesthood that He could not be born cata vouov!” How 
then could it be inferred from the fact that Jesus could not 
be born cata vowov, that He must have descended precisely 
“from Judah” ?!—x«atadndov] a similar intensifying of the 
simple form, as previously wpédnAov.—ei... avictatar| Af, 
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as surely ts the case, there arises.. e¢ thus, as to the sense, 
equal to érezdx) (Oecumenius, Theophylact).— Kata tiv 
opovoTnta Medyioedéx] as the main idea placed first, and 
omotoTns an elucidation of the ta&és in the passage of the 
Psalms. — The subject in the conditional clause is ‘epeds Etepos 
(if... another priest arises), not merely érepos (Schulz: “if 
Bri ancien is appointed as priest”), nor yet Jesus Gf He... 
arises as another priest). 

Ver. 16. Nearer indication as to what is implied by the 
characteristic kata thy opowotnta Meryicedéx, ver. 15, what 

peculiarity of priesthood is expressed by the same. — és] se. 
iepeds Erepos, not: Medyioedéx. — ds . . . yeyovey] who. . . 
has become so (se. priest). — od kata vopov évTodas capKivys 
K.T.r.| not according to the law of a fleshly command, but accord- 
ing to the power of indestructible [or indissoluble] life. In con- 

nection with vouos, Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, 
Bohme, Kuinoel, Tholuck, Delitzsch, and others think of the 

Mosaic law; but against this argues the singular éyTodjs 
capxivys, to take which, with the expositors mentioned, in 

the sense of the plural (according to the Mosaic law, whose 
essence consists in fleshly ordinances), or as a collective desig- 
nation of the constituent parts of the law as 0 voyos Tév évTo- 
Aov, Eph. 1. 15, is arbitrary. vomos is therefore to be taken, 
as Rom. vil. 21, 23, in the more general sense: norm (rule, 
standard), and the évytoAy is the special precept or ordinance 
which the Mosaic law contains regarding the Levitical priest- 
hood. — It is called jleshly, however, according to Carpzov, 

Bohme, Stuart, and others, because it is mutable and transitory; 

more correctly, nevertheless: because it lays stress only upon 
external, earthly things, which fall a prey to transitoriness, and 
(comp. the contrast add Kata Svvamw «.7..) appoints as 
priests only mortal men, of whom one after another is snatched 
away by death. Schlichting: carnale (praeceptum) vocatur, 

quia totum ad carnem spectabat, carnisque rationem habebat. 
Partim enim ad certam stirpem, nempe Aaronicam, sacerdotii 
dignitatem adstrinxerat, partim mortalitati pontificum, quae 

1 That Stein would combine si and ¢s in the sense: ‘‘It is quite clear to all 
that, if at any time another priest after the manner of Melchisedee arises, he 
then,” etc., deserves to be mentioned only as a curiosity. 
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carnis propria est, consulens, successionis jura descripserat. 
Inde enim factum est, ut unum alteri succedere juberet, quo, 
morientibus sacerdotibus, sacerdotium tamen ipsum perpetuare- 
tur.— Kata dvvapw Cons axatadvtov] ic. inasmuch as the 
power of living for ever is inherent in Him. Comp. vv. 17, 24. 
Improperly do Cameron, Dorscheus, Calov, al., refer it as well, 

or solely, to Christ’s power of communicating intransitory life 
to others. But wrongly, too, Hofmann (Schriftbew. II. 1, 2 Aufl. 

p- 551 f.), Delitzsch, and Alford: the { axatadutos is to be 
limited to that life of Christ which began with His resurrection. 
On the contrary, the 7 axatadvtos is thought of as a property 
inherent in the tepeds Erepos, without respect to relation of 
time. Comp. also Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. p. 458, Obs. 

Ver. 17. Scripture proof for cata dvvapiv Swhs dxatadvtov, 
ver. 16. This Scripture proof the author finds in the ets tov 
ata@va, Ps. ex. 4, upon which words, therefore, the emphasis 
rests in ver. 17. — paptupetrat yap] for he (namely, the ‘epeds 
étepos, ver. 15, ze. Christ) has the testimony. paptupetrar is not 
to be taken dmpersonally : “it is witnessed” (Bleek, Bisping, 
Conybeare, al.). — otc] recitative, as x. 8, xi. 18. 

Vv. 18, 19. Elucidation of that which is signified by this 
proclamation in the psalm, of the arising of a new everlasting 
priest after the manner of Melchisedec (ver. 17). By virtue 
of that proclamation of God, the Mosaic institution of the 
priests, and with it the Mosaic law in general, is declared— 
and that with good reason—to be devoid of force; and, on 
the other hand, a better hope is brought in. Theodoret: 
Tlavetat, pnolv, 0 vopos, émevodyetar Sé THY KpeLTTOVOY 
€dmis. — Vv. 18, 19 contain a single proposition, dividing 
itself into two halves by means of pév... 6é, for which 
yivetac forms the common verb, and in which oddev yap 
ETeXEelwaev O vomos constitutes a parenthesis. So, rightly, 

Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Primasius, Luther, Zeger, 
Camerarius, Estius, Peirce, Bengel, M‘Lean, Schulz, Bohme, 

Bleek, de Wette, Stengel, Tholuck, Bloomfield, Conybeare, 

Bisping, Delitzsch, Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebrierbr. p. 592), 
Alford, Maier, Moll, Kurtz, Ewald, Hofmann, Woerner, and the 

majority. Others construe differently, in taking each of the 
two verses as an independent statement in itself. They then 
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vary as regards the interpretation of évescaywy}, ver. 19, as 

this is looked upon either as predicate or as subject. As 
predicate it is taken by Faber Stapulensis, Erasmus (Version), 
Vatablus, Calvin, Hunnius, Jac. Cappellus, Pyle, Ebrard, and 

others, in supplying éotiv or wv, and regarding as subject 
thereto o vouos. According to this, the sense would be: for 
nothing has the law brought to perfection; but it is (or its 
meaning consists in this, that it is) a bringing in of a better 
hope. But against this argues the fact that, if érescaywyn Sé 
was intended to form the opposition to the first half of ver. 19, 
the author could not possibly—after having placed a verb 
(€reXewoev) in the first half, consisting as it does only of a few 
words—have continued in the second half otherwise than with 
a verb; he must have written émevoayes 5€ Kpeittova édrridu 
instead of évevcaywyi) dé x.7.. Moreover, éaé in érevoaywy?} 
would have remained without any reference upon the supposi- 
tion of this construction. As subject érevcaywyy is looked 
upon by Beza, Castellio, Pareus, Piscator, Schlichting, Owen, 

Seb. Schmidt, Carpzov, Whitby, Michaelis, Semler, Ernesti, 

Valckenaer, Heinrichs, Stuart, and others. The sense would 

then be: the law indeed brought nothing to perfection; but 
the bringing in of a better hope dzd lead to perfection. 
Against this view, however, the consideration is decisive, that 

in such case, inasmuch as the preceding vopos has the article, 

eveccaywyy also must have obtained the article. — The state- 
ment of ver. 18 is to be understood in special relation to the 
subject in question (not, as is done by Schlichting, Heinrichs, 
and others, as a truth of universal import). The article before 
Tpoayovons éevtTodjs is wanting, because the design was to 
express the éyTod7) regarding the Levitical priesthood as one 
which had only the character of an évtod mpodyouca. — 
abérnats] a declaring void of force, abrogation. Comp. aderetv, 
Gal. ii. 15. The substantive only here and ix. 26. — yiverac] 
results, namely, in the declaration of God, Ps. cx. 4.— The 

é€vtToA, the command, denotes not the whole Mosaic law 

(Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Primasius, 
Calvin, Grotius, Hammond, Owen, M‘Lean, Bohme, Kuinoel, 

Stuart, Klee, Bloomfield), but the ordinance regarding the 
Levitical priesthood therein contained. Only with ver. 19 
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does the author transfer to the whole that which he here states 
concerning a part. — The évtods, however, is termed wpoa- 

yovoa (comp. 1 Tim. i. 18, v. 24), because, as a constituent 
part of the O. T., it preceded in point of time the institution 
of the New Covenant. Yet, at the same time, there les in 

the emphatically preposed participle, on account of its reciprocal 
relation to érecaywyy, ver. 19, at least the additional indica- 

tion delicately conveyed, that this évroA, since just as a mere 
precursor of something future it points beyond itself, naturally 
bears the character of the merely temporary and consequently 
unsatisfactory. — Sia TO adtis aabeves Kal dvwderés| on account 
of its weakness and wnprofitableness. The évtodn was weak, 
since it did not possess the strength to attain its object, 
namely, the reconciliation of men to God; but, because in such 

manner it did not fulfil the end of its existence, it became for 

that very reason something wnprofitable and unserviceable. On 
ao Gevés, comp. Rom. viii. 3; Gal. iv. 9.— ovddév] is not to be 
limited by means of oddéva (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theo- 
phylact, Schlichting, Grotius, Carpzov, Kuinoel, Bisping), but, 
on the contrary, is to be left in the full universality of the 

neuter. Completion in general, in whatever respect, the law 

was not in a position to bring about. — érecaywy)] a doubly 
composite term. Literally: introduction upon or in addition 
to, i.e. the bringing in of something new in addition to, or over 

and above, an object already present (here: in addition to the 
mpoayouca évTody, ver. 18). émié in érescaywyy corresponds 
therefore to the 7po in tpoayovons. — Kpelttovos édm6os] of 
a better hope, sc. than the mpoayovca évtTodx was in a position 

to afford.’ Better, more excellent, is the hope founded upon 
the newly instituted priesthood, in that this hope is certain 

1 We have not to explain, with Schulz: ‘‘So is then... something better 
introduced, the hope, by virtue of which,” ete. To the same result as Schulz 

does Delitzsch also come, when he observes: ‘‘It is not meant that the law 

also afforded a hope, and that the one introduced by the word of the psalm is 
only by comparison better ; but the xpsizrw» taxis, which possesses that which is 
truly perfected in the future, in the world beyond the grave, into which its 
anchor has been sunk (vi. 19), stands opposed to the évroa% in the present state 
of its unsatisfying praxis.” In the same manner, lastly, Alford : ‘‘ The contrast 
is between the rpedyourn tvroav, weak and unprofitable, and a better thing, viz. 
the iavis, which brings us near to God. This xpsirrovés sivos, rourtcri tAwidos 

x..2., is expressed by xpeirrovas tAwidos.” 
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and infallible, thus in reality leads to the desired goal. — 
du? as éyyiSopev TO Gew] by means of which we draw nigh wnto 
God (Jas. iv. 8). Comp. vi. 19: elcepyopevny eis TO €ow@tepov 
Tov Katatetacpatos, and x. 19 ff. In contrast with the 
character of the Old Covenant, since the people were not per- 

mitted to enter the Most Holy Place, where the throne of 
Jehovah was. Cf. ix. 6 ff. 

Vy. 20—22. As one element in the superiority of the ever- 
lasting priesthood after the manner of Melchisedec, assigned 
to Christ, over the Levitical priesthood has been already 
implicitly brought forward, vv. 18, 19, namely, that the goal, 
for the attainment of which the strength was lacking to the 
Levitical priesthood, is really attained by the everlasting priest- 
hood. A second point of superiority in the new order of things 
over the old follows in vv. 20-22. Of less moment than the 
everlasting priesthood of Jesus must the Levitical priesthood 
be; for the former was constituted by God by virtue of a 
declaration upon oath, the latter without a declaration upon 
oath. Vv. 20-22 form again a single period, the protasis 
being contained in kai xa?’ édcov ot xwpis opKkwpocias, to 
which then «at tocodto «x.7.X., ver. 22, corresponds as the 
apodosis, while all that intervenes (o/ wev yap, to the end of 
ver. 21) is a parenthesis. Wrongly do Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Erasmus, Calvin (in the translation), Er. Schmid, and others 

join cal Ka? dcov ov xwpis opkwpocias, too, to the closing 
words of ver. 19: and, wndeed, a hope which is better, inasmuch 

as tt isnot brought in without an oath. So also Luther: “and 

moreover, which is a great thing, not without oath ;” while, 
with not less violence, Lud. Cappellus, who, in enclosing 

vv. 18, 19 within a parenthesis, and taking cal xa6’ dcov od 
xopis opxkaucoias with ver. 17, gives as the sense: “ Deus 
constituit Christum sacerdotem secundum ordinem Melchisedec, 

et quidem non sine jurejurando.” — «xai] coupling on a farther 
link in the chain of enumeration, as vv. 8, 9, 23. — xal xa?” 

Ooov ov Ywpis OpKwpoclas] sc. lepeds eat yeyovws; and inas- 
much (ix. 27) as He has become priest not without a declaration 
upon oath, i.e. He has not become so without God having 
sanctioned His appointment to be a priest by a declaration 
upon oath (namely, by virtue of the oath, with which the 
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declaration, Ps. ex. 4, is introduced). Only this mode of 

supplementing is warranted by the connection, as is shown 
partly by the of wey yap yxopls opxapocias eiaty Lepets 
yeyovotes immediately following, partly by the circumstance 
that the author is still engaged in the exposition of the Serip- 
ture statement, ver. 17, this statement thus containing for him 

the gist of the matter; as, accordingly, this declaration of 
Scripture is repeated anew, ver. 21, and then likewise the 
eloly (epets yeyovores recurs in the further member of the 

thought, ver. 23 f. The explanation therefore of Seb. Schmidt, 

Wolf, Heinrichs, Bohme, Kuinoel, Ebrard, Alford, Kurtz, and 

others is to be rejected, when to xa@’ dcov od ywpls opKe- 
pooias they supplement from the apodosis diaPjKns &yyvos 
yéyovev ; as also that of Storr, Schulz, Bleek, de Wette, Tholuck, 
Bisping, Delitzsch, Moll, and Hofmann, when they supply 
TOUTO (se. eTeoaywy KpeltTovos €AmlOos) yiveTat (yeyover). 

—oi pev ydp] namely, the Levitical priests. — ywpis opxw- 
pooias| since nothing is related in Scripture of an oath of God, 
when He destined Aaron and his posterity to be priests. — 
elaty ryeyovotes] forms one idea: have become. Wronely, 
Paulus and Klee: are priests who have become so without an 
oath. Bohme (and so also Hofmann): “ sunt sacerdotes, sed 
sine juramento (illi quidem singuli deinceps) facti””—which 
must have been expressed by eloly (tepets ywpis opxwpoclas 
yeyovotes. Still more widely mistaken the view of Michaelis 

ad Peire.: “fuerunt, te. esse desierunt,’—which is gram- 

matically as well as logically impossible. The tempus peri- 
phrasticum eioiv yeyovotes marks the fact already belonging 
to the past as still extending onwards into the present. — 6 6€] 
namely, Christ. —peO” opxwpocias] sc. lepevs eoTw yeyoves. 
— 81a Tod AéyovTos Tpos avTor] i.e. in the sense of the author: 
by God, not: by the psalmist (Rambach, Heinrichs), although 
certainly the statement, Ps. cx. 4, that God hath sworn and 

will not repent of this oath, forms not a constituent part of the 
words of God Himself, but a remark of the psalmist, with 

which he introduces the words of God. Yet, when in the 

psalm it is said that God has sworn, and of this oath He will 
not repent, and then there is adduced as the subject-matter of 
this oath the declaration: od (epevs x.7.X., this is tantamount 
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to saying that God has declared by virtue of an irreversible 
oath: od tepevs «.7.d. As, accordingly, the psalmist is relating 
the words of God, so does he also relate the oath which pre- 
ceded them. 

Ver. 22. The apodosis: Jesus has become the surety of a so 
much more excellent covenant, i.e. so much more excellent is 

the covenant of which Jesus has become surety. — éyyvos] in 
the N. T. only here. Comp. however, 2 Macc. x. 28; Ecclus. 
xxix. 15, 16. — Surety of a better covenant has Jesus become, 
zc. in the person of Jesus pledge and guarantee is given that 
a better covenant has been established by God. For Christ, 
the Son of God, had become man in order to proclaim this 
covenant upon earth, had sealed it by His sufferings and 
death, and had been mightily accredited by His resurrection 
from the dead as a Founder of the Covenant who had 
been sent by God. — Incorrectly do Piscator, Owen, Calov, 
Wittich, Braun, and others find the thought expressed that 
Christ became surety to God for men, in that He vicariously 
took upon Himself the guilt which they must have borne; while, 
just as erroneously, Limborch, Baumgarten, Chr. Fr. Schmid, 

and others contend that a reciprocal suretyship, for God with 
men and for men with God, is meant. Each of these views 

has the context against it; since there respect is had only 
to that which has been guaranteed to men by the new order 
of things. Comp. ver. 19: xpelrtovos édridos, du” Fs eyyifopev 
T@® Ged; vv. 25, 26. —’Inoods] with emphasis placed at the 
end. 

Vy. 23-25. Third point of superiority of the priesthood 
of Christ over the Levitical priesthood. The Levitical priests 
die one after the other; Christ’s priesthood, on the other hand, 
is, since He ever lives, an unchangeable and intransitory one. 
The author consequently lays special stress upon that point of 
superiority to which already, ver. 16 f. (comp. ver. 8), he had 
pointed. 

Ver. 23. Kai] parallel to the xa, ver. 20.—ai ot pev 
TrElovés eicw lepets yeyovotes] and they on the one hand have 
as several (or as a plurality) become priests, i.e. of Levitical 
priests there is a multiplicity. Attention is not here called 
to the peculiarity that many priests always existed contem- 



252 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS. 

poraneously the one with the other (so Erasmus, Parapihr., 

Braun, Delitzsch), or that “the Levitical priesthood was not 

given to one, but to a lineage” (Hofmann). That which is 
meant is—as is evident from the immediately following Ova ro 
Gavatw KwodvecOat Tapapévey, and from ver. 24—the swe- 
cessive plurality, in that one dies after another, and conse- 

quently the one succeeds the other. For the author in thus 
speaking has before his mind the high priests, since it is just 
with these that Christ is placed in parallel. Comp. ver. 26 ff, 
al. — Sta To Oavatw xworvecOar Twapapévewv] because (wrongly 
de Wette: “ by the fact that”) they are (wrongly de Wette and 
Bisping: “ were”) prevented by death from continuing. — Tapa- 
peeve] not: €v TH lepwavvyn (so Oecumenius, who is followed 
by Grotius, Seb. Schmidt, Storr, Kuinoel, Klee, Stein, Bloom- 

field, Delitzsch, Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebrierbr. pp. 459, 437 ; 
Alford, Maier, Kurtz, Hofmann, Woerner, and others). It 

denotes, as is clear from the corresponding &a@ 70 pévew adtov 
eis Tov atwva, ver. 24, to continue in life. Comp. also Phil. 

i, 25, and Meyer ad loc. 
Ver. 24. The other, on the other hand, because (not “ by the 

fact that,’ de Wette, Bisping) He abides unto eternity, has His 
priesthood as an unchangeable one.— pévew eis Tov aiava] 

must not be explained, with Estius, Seb. Schmidt, and others, 

of abiding for ever as priest. For in this way the declaration 
of ver. 24 becomes tautological. The expression denotes the 
everlasting duration of life (comp. John xii. 34, xxi. 22, 23; 
1 Cor. xv. 6; Phil. i. 25), is thus equivalent to the wavtote 
fhv, ver. 25.— avapaBaros] a word belonging to later Greek 
(comp. Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 315), save here, foreign to the 
N. T., as also to the LXX. Erasmus, Schlichting, Bengel, 

Schulz, Bohme, Stengel, Stuart, Ebrard, Hofmann, Conybeare, 

and the majority, take it in the active signification: not pass- 
ine over to another, thus remaining with the same person, or 

unchanging. So, as it would seem, already Theodoret (obTos 
5¢ dOdvatos dv els Etepov ov Tapatéwres Ths lepwaovvns TO 
yépas), Oecumenius (adsadoyov, atedevTnTov), Theophylact 
(adiaKotrov, adidboyxov). More correctly, however, because more 
consistently with the demonstrable usage of the language (see 
instances in Wetstein and Bleek), does Bleek, after the pre- 
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cedent of Elsner, insist upon the passive signification: “ that 
which may not be overstepped, transgressed ; therefore: in- 
violable, unalterable, immutable,” which then, it is true, includes 

likewise the notion of “ unchanging.” 
Ver. 25. “OOev] Wherefore, sc. because His priesthood is an 

everlasting one. — xai] also, represents the statement, ver. 25, 

as being the natural effect of the amapaB8atov éyew THv lepw- 
avvnv, ver. 24, as its cause. — els TO TavTedes] means: per- 
feetly, completely, entirely (comp. Luke xiii. 11), and combines 
with cofew in one idea. Theodoret: adtov yap cofew nas 

clpnkev Kal TéedXelav cwTnpiay Tapexew. The meaning: in 
perpetuum, attached to the word by the Peshito, the Vulgate, 
Chrysostom (od pos To Tapdv povov, dnalv, GNda Kai exel Ev 
Th perroven $wH), Oecumenius, Theophylact, Luther, Calvin, 
Schlichting, Grotius, Heinrichs, Schulz, Stein, Stengel, and 

others, in joining it either with cofev or with Ovvatas, is in 
accordance neither with the etymology nor the usage (instances 
in Bleek), but arises only from the connection, and is conse- 

quently to be rejected. — c@few] save, embraces the deliver- 
ance from the misery of sin and its consequences, and, on the 
other hand, the communication of everlasting blessedness. 
Too restricted, Hofmann: the answering of prayer, and deliver- 
ance out of every assault. — rods mpocepyouévous dt’ avTov 
T® Oca] those who through Him, ic. through faith in Him, draw 
near to God.—mavtote Cav eis TO évtTvyxavery UTEp adiTav| 
seeing that He evermore lives, to make intercession for them (om. 
viii. 26, 27, 34), or to represent them (sc. in the presence of 
God). More precise unfolding of the notion already lying 
in 60ev, — Similarly for the rest does Philo, too, ascribe to 
his Logos an intercession with God. Comp. Vit. Mos. ii. 
p. 673 C (with Mangey, II. p. 155): ’Avayxatov yap jv Tov 
lepwmevov TS TOD KoopoU TaTpl, TapaKd)jTw ypioOar TedeLo- 
TAT@ THY apeTHy vid, Tpos TE auYHCTTIaY dpapTnudTwV Kat 

xopnylav apOovetatwov ayalav.— Quis rer. div. hacer, 42, 
p- 509 B (with Mangey, I. p. 501): ‘O & adros ixérns peév 
€ote Tov Ovytov, KnpaivovTos dei, Tpds TO dbOapTov. 

Vv. 26-28. Fourth point of superiority of the priesthood of 
Christ over the Levitical priesthood, in the form of an establish- 
ing of ver. 25. The Levitical priests are sinful men, who need 
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daily to offer for their own sins and the sins of the people; 
Christ is the sinless Son of God, who once for all has offered 

up Himself as a sacrifice. 
Ver. 26. Proof for the actual existence of a high priest who 

is able in a perfect manner to procure salvation, since He ever 
liveth to represent in the presence of God those who believe 

in Him (ver. 25), derived from the meetness and adaptedness 
to our need of just such a high priest: for such a high priest 
(as had just been described, ver. 25) also beseemed us. Tovod- 
tos begins no parenthesis, so that Covos «.7.X. were only “ the 
continuation of a series begun with wavtote Sév els TO evTvy- 
xavew wTép avtav” (Hofmann), nor is “ ofos o “Inaods to be 
supplemented from ver. 22” (Woerner), nor does it serve for 
the introducing or preparing the way for the following predi- 
cates, davos «.T.X. (Grotius, Tholuck, al.), but refers back to 

the characterization, ver. 25; while, then, with éovos «.7.Ar. a 

newly beginning further description of this so constituted high 
priest, or a further unfolding of the tovodros, follows, in such 
wise that the dcvos «.7.d. thus attached is best rendered by: 
He, since He is holy, ete., beseemed us. — kat] also, i.e. exactly. 
See Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 408.—déav0s] holy or pure. 
In regard to the relation towards God. Comp. 1 Thess. 11. 10 ; 
Eph. iv. 24; 1 Tim. ii. 8; Tit. i. 8. With the LXX. for the 
most part translation of TDM, eg. Ps. iv. 4 (3), xvi. 10 (Acts 
ii. 27, xiii. 35), xxx. 5 (4).—dxakos] free from xaxia, from 
craft and malice. In regard to the relation towards men. 

Chrysostom: "Axaxos tl éotw; ’Amovnpos, oxy Umovdos Kal 
STL ToOLOvTOS, aKkove TOD Tpodyntov AéyovTos’ Ovde ebpéOn Soros 
év T@ oTopate avtod (Isa. lili. 9).— adulavtos] unstained by 
any kind of impurity. In regard to the relation towards Him- 
self. Comp. Jas. i. 27; 1 Pet. i. 4. — ceywpropévos ao Tov 
duapTwrov] separated from the sinners, a.e..not: different from 
them by reason of His sinlessness (so the ReShito, separatus a 
peccatis ; Vatablus, Calvin, Cameron, Carpzov, Owen, Bohme, 

Kuinoel, Stuart, Klee, Ebrard, Bloomfield, Kurtz, and others), 

but—as is evident from the member immediately following— 
withdrawn by His exaltation to heaven from all contact with 

the sinners, so that He cannot be defiled by them. As the 
Levitical priests in general, so must very specially the high 
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priest preserve himself free from defilement (Lev. xxi. 10 ff.) ; 
before the great day of atonement he must, according to 
the Talmud, spend seven days in the temple, apart from 
his family, in order to be secured against defilement. See 
Tract. Joma, i. 1. Comp. also Schottgen, Horace Hebraicae, 
p. 963 f£ — cal trinrotepos THY ovpavav yevopevos] and 
(not “also” or “even,” as Hofmann contends) raised above the 
heavens, inasmuch, namely, as He dvedjAvbe tovs ovpavors, 
iv. 14. Comp. Eph. iv. 10: 0 dvaBas trepdve ravtwy Tav 
oupaven. 

Ver. 27. In the mpotepov imrép tav idiwv dpaptior, éreita 
T@v TOU Aaov there is an apparent allusion to the sacrifice 
of the high priest on the great day of atonement (Lev. xvi.), 
comp. ix. 7. We are prevented, however, from referring the 
words to this alone (perhaps to the including of the sin- 
offering prescribed, Lev. iv. 3 ff) by xa@ pépav, instead 

of which, as at ix. 25, x. 1, 3, car évavtov must have been 
placed. For ca@ sjpépav can signify nothing else than 
“daily” or “day by day.” To foist upon it the signification : 
“ yearly on a definite day” (“xa@’ 7épav wpiopévny or TeTay- 
pevnv”), with Schlichting (secundum diem, nempe statam ac 
definitam, in anniversario illo videlicet sacrificio), Piscator, 

Starck, Peirce, Chr. Fr. Schmid, M‘Lean, Storr, and others; or 

to take it in the attenuated sense, as equivalent to “ saepissime, 
quoties res fert” (Grotius, Owen), or “oAAaxis” (Bohme, 

Stein), or “é:@ aavtos” (de Wette), or in the sense of “one 
day after another” (Ebrard, who supposes the author is over- 
locking a succession of centuries, and so a succession of days 
present themselves to his eye, in which the high priest again 
and again offers a sacrifice !),is linguistically unwarranted. In 
hike manner it isa mere subterfuge and arbitrary misinterpreting 
of the words, when Delitzsch, Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. 
p- 438), and 'd, concurring in the suggestion of Hofmann 
(Schrifibew. II. 1, p. 404 f., 2 Aufl), seek to put into them 

the sense: that Christ needeth not to do daily that which the 
high priests do once every year, but which He—if He is to 
be a constant mediator of an all-embracing expiation of sin— 
must needs do day by day. For all that is expressed is the 
fact that Christ needs not to do daily that which the Levitical 
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high priests need to do daily. Nor does it avail anything 
that Kurtz will take a6’ 7épay in conjunction only with od« 
éye avayeny, since these words do not occupy an independent 
position alone, and only acquire their more precise definition 
by that which follows. For that xa@ 7pepav has “nothing 
whatever to do with the @vcias avadépew,’ is a mere asser- 
tion on the part of Kurtz; and his contention, that only the 
“daily renewal and daily pressing necessity,” of the O. T. 
high priest on account of his daily sinning, the necessity, “ ere 
(on the great day of propitiation) he could offer for the sin of 
the whole people, of first presenting a sacrifice for his own 
sins,” was to be brought into relief, is a violent perversion of 
the words,—admitting as they do of no misapprehension,— 
from which even the wpotepov, évevta, expressive of a relation 
of parity, ought to have kept him; in place of which, in order 
to bring out the subsidiary character of the one half of the 

statement, po tod with the infinitive, or wpiv (piv 7), must 
have been written. We have therefore to conclude, with 

Gerhard, Calov, Seb. Schmidt, Braun, Wolf, Carpzov, Bleek, 

and Tholuck, that the author had present to his mind, besides 
the principal sacrifice on the great day of atonement, at the 
same time the ordinary daily sacrifice of the Levitical priests 
(Ex. xxix. 38-42; Num. xxviii. 3-8), and by reason of an 

inexact mode of expression blended the two together; to which 
he might the more easily be led, in that, according to Josephus, 
the high priest—not indeed always, but yet on the Sabbaths, 
new moons, and other festivals (according to the Mishna tr. 
Tamith, vii. 3: in general as often as he was so minded)— 
went up with the other priests into the temple, and took part 
in the sacrificial service. Comp. Josephus, de Bello Judaico, 
v. 5. 7: ‘O 6& dpyvepeds davies ev odv avTois GAN’ OvK Gel, Tats 
& éBdopdcr kai vovpnviats, Kal el Tis Eopth TAaTpLOs 1) TaVHyupLS 
mTavdnuos ayouwevn oe érovs. To be compared also are the 
words of Philo, who, Quis rer. divin. haer. p. 505 A (with 
Mangey, I. p. 497), remarks that in the daily sacrifice the 
priests offered the oblation for themselves, but the lambs for 

1 The unsatisfactory character of the above exposition was afterwards acknow- 
ledged by Delitzsch himself, and the explanation retracted by him (in Rudelbach 

and Guericke’s Zeitschr. f. die gesammte luther. Theol. u. Kirche, 1860, H. 4, p. 595). 
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the people (AANA Kal tas évdeNeyels Ovolas opas els ica 
Sinpnpevas, Hv Te rép avT@v avayoucw oi lepeis Sua THs cEw- 

ddrews Kal THY bTep Tod EOvovs TAY Sduvoly apvarv, ods ava- 
hépery dveipntac), and de Speciall. Legg. p. 797 E (with Mangey, 
IL. p. 821), equally as our passage, ascribes to the high priest 
the offering of a daily sacrifice (dtm Tod cvpmaytos EOvous 
cuyyenis Kal ayyiTTEdsS KOLWOS 0 apxLepeds EaTL, TpUTAaVEvwD 
pev Ta Sikata Tois audicByTodcs Kata Tovs vopous, evyas 

dé cal Ovolas Tehav Kal Exactny nwepav). Recently 
also Delitzsch (Talmudische Studien, XIII., in Rudelbach and 

Guericke’s Zeitschr. fiir die luther. Theol. u. Kirche, 1860, H. 

4, p. 595 f.) has further drawn attention to the fact that like- 
wise, Jer. Chagiga, i. 4, and Bab. Pesachim, 57a, it is said of 

the high priest that he offers daily. — todro] namely, to vmrép 
TOV TOU Aaod auapTiav Ouvciav avahépev. So rightly—as is 

even demanded by ver. 28 (comp. iv. 15)—Chrysostom, Oecu- 
menius, Theophylact, Clavius, Estius, Piscator, Clericus, Seb. 

Schmidt, Owen, Peirce, Carpzov, Whitby, Storr, Heinrichs, 

Bohme, Kuinoel, Klee, Bleek, de Wette, Stengel, Bloomfield, 

Bisping, Delitzsch, Riehm (Lehrbeqr. des Hebréerbr. p. 463), 
Alford, Kurtz, and others. Less suitably do Beza, Jac. Cap- 

pellus, Limborch, Bengel, and Ebrard supplement 70 Quaias 
avagépev ; while, altogether wrongly, Schlichting, Grotius, 

Hammond, and Hofmann (Schriftbew. Il. 1, 2 Aufl. pp. 405, 

401 f.) refer back todro to the whole proposition wpdrtepov... 
Aaod. For in the application to Christ, to explain the duap- 
tiat as the “dolores, qui solent peccatorum poenae esse, et 
quas Christus occasione etiam peccatorum humani generis 
toleravit, et a quibus liberatus est per mortem” (Grotius), or 
as “Christi infirmitates et perpessiones” (Schlichting, Hof- 
mann, according to which latter in connection with éavrTov 

aveveykas, besides Christ’s suffering of death, His prayer in 
Gethsemane (!) is at the same time to be thought of), becomes 
possible only on the arbitrary supposition of a double sense to 
the preceding words, and is equally much opposed to the con- 
text (ver. 28) as to the linguistic use of dwaptiar. — éparak] 
once for all; comp. ix. 12, x. 10; Rom. vi. 10. Belongs to 
eroingev, not to dvevéyxas.—éavtov avevéyxas] in that He 
offered Himself. Christ is thus not only the High Priest of the 
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New Covenant, but also the victim offered. Comp. vil. 3, 
ime 84 25 tx, 10, Laka Wpheivie2: 

Ver. 28. Establishment of todro éroincev édatra€, ver. 27, 

by the definite formulating of the statement of the fourth 
point of superiority of the New Testament High Priest over the 

high priests of the Old Covenant,—a statement for which the 
way has been prepared by vv. 26, 27. The law constitutes 
high priests men who are subject to weakness, and thus also 
to sin (comp. v. 2, 3),on which account they have to offer, as 
for the people, so also for themselves, and have ofttimes to 
repeat this sacrifice ; the word of the oath, on the other hand 
(comp. ver. 21), which ensued after the law,—namely, only 

in the time of David,—and consequently annulled the law, 
ordains as high priest the Son (see on i. 1), who is for ever 
perfected, ze. without sin (iv. 15), and by His exaltation with- 
drawn from all human doGéveca, however greatly He had part 
therein during His life on earth; wherefore He needed not for 
Himself to present an expiatory sacrifice, but only for the 
people, and, inasmuch as this fully accomplished its end, He 
needed not to repeat the same. — Entirely misapprehending 
the reasoning of the author, Ebrard supposes that even the 
first half of the proposition, ver. 28, is likewise to be referred 
to Jesus. The author, he tells us, presupposes as well known, 
that Christ has been as well év@pw7ros ac@éveav éxwv (accord- 
ing to chap. v.) as vids TeTeNELMpévos ets TOV al@va (according 
to chap. vii.), and is here recapitulating (!) the two. Thus, 
then, 0 vopos yap .. . aoOévevay contains a concession (!) having 
reference to chap. v., and the thought is: “ the law (in so far 
as it has not (!) been annulled) demands of all high priests 
(consequently (!) also of Jesus) that they be av@pwrot Exovtes 
aoOéverav; the sworn word of promise, however (given after 
the law), proceeding far beyond and above the same, constitutes 
as high priest the Son for ever perfected” (!). A misinter- 
preting of the meaning, against which even the opposition of 
6 vdmos.... 0 Aoyos Sé, as a manifest parallel to of wey... o 
dé, ver. 20 f., ver. 23 f., ought to have kept him. — tijs wera tov 
vouov] The author did not write 0 peta Tov voyor, according 
to which the Vulgate and Luther translate, because he wished 
to accentuate opxwpocia as the principal notion. 
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CARRE bs: VALLE 

VER. 1. éxi rors Asyornevors | B: gy rots Asyowévors. Explanatory 

gloss. — Ver. 2. Recepta: nai odx dvdpuwos. But xa/is want- 
ing in B D* E* x, 17, It. Arabb. Euseb. Already rejected by 
Mill. Rightly deleted by Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. Alford. — Ver. 4. 
Elz. Matth. Tisch. 2 and 7, Bloomfield, have «/ wiv yap. 
Defended also by Delitzsch, Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebrderbr. 
p. 504, Obs.), and Reiche. But yép cannot be referred back to 
ver. 3, and upon the referring of it back to ver. 2 the addition, 
ver. 3, would become aimless and inexplicable. More in keep- 
ing logically, and better attested (by A B D* 8, 17, 73, 80, 137, 
Vulg. It. Copt., al.), is the reading: ¢/ wy ody, already com- 
mended to attention by Griesbach, and adopted by Lachm. Scholz, 
Bleek, Tisch. 1 and 8, Alford, which is accordingly to be pre- 
ferred. — Instead of the Recepta ray izpiwy ray rpoopepovrwy 
(approved by Bloomfield, who, however, encloses the first +a» 
within brackets, and Reiche), Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. and Alford 
have rightly adopted merely ray zpocgepévewy. Preferred also 
by Delitzsch. ray iepéwv, to the rejection of which already 
Grotius, Mill, and Griesbach were inclined, is an elucidatory 
gloss. It is condemned by the decisive authority of A B D* 
E* x, 17, 67** 73, 137, al., Vulg. It. Copt. Aeth. Arm. — rév] 
before véwov in the Lecepta (recently contended for by Bloom- 
field and Delitzsch) is to be deleted, with Lachm. Tisch. and 
Alford, after A B s* 17, 57, 80, al., Theodoret. The later addi- 
tion of the article is more easily to be explained than its omis- 
sion. — Ver. 5. Elz.: ro:qonc. But all the uncial mss., many 
cursives, Orig. Chrys. Theodoret, Damase. Oecum. Theophyl. 
have wo:mjoess, which also is found in LXX. Ex. xxv. 40. 
Commended by Griesbach. Rightly adopted already in the 
edd. Erasm. 1, Ald. Stephan. 1, 2, and recently by Matthaei, 
Scholz, Bleek, Lachm. Tisch. and Alford. Approved also by 
Delitzsch and Reiche. — Ver. 6. In place of the Recepta vuvi 6é, 
Lachm. reads, but without sufficient authority (B D* Ath.): viv 
6. The more euphonious yuv) 62 is protected by A D** D*** 
EK Ls, min., and many Fathers.— Instead of the Recepta 
réreuys (B D*** x*** min. Damasce. [once] Theophyl. [cod.]), there 

Mryer.—HEs. t 
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is found in the edd. Complut. Plantin. Genev. the peculiarly 
Attic form: rertdxnxe. This is supported by 47, 72, 73, 74, al., 
Athan. (thrice), Bas. Antioch. Chrys. Theodoret, Damase. Best 
attested is the form: réruyev (by A D* K L 8% 80, 116, 117, 
al., Athan. Oecum. Theophylact), which is therefore rightly pre- 
ferred by Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. and Alford. — Ver. 8. airci] So 
Elz. Griesb. Matthaei, Scholz, Bleek, de Wette, Tisch. 2 and 7, 
Bloomfield, Delitzsch, Alford, Reiche, after B D*** E L x***, 
likewise, as it seems, almost all min. Chrys. Damasce. al. —- 
Lachm. and Tisch. 1 and 8 read awirodc. But the attestation 
of the latter (A D* K 8* 17, 39, al., Theodoret) is not at all 
decisive, and the accusative, seeing it requires the conjoining 
with weuzpéuevos, opposed to the context; see the exposition. — 

Ver. 10. 7 d1dqx2 | Lachm.: 7 6:ad4xn [wou], after A D E. 

ov is found, indeed, also with the LXX. in most Mss. (but not 
in the Cod. Alex.); yet, nevertheless, since it forms a tauto- 
logical addition, and does not correspond to the Hebrew original 
(nan Nt °3), it probably arose only by a mechanical repeti- 
tion from the preceding é:adqxn wov. — Ver. 11. Recepta: ry 
zrnofov. But the weighty authority of all uncial mss. (B: iy 
sorsirqv), most cursives, as well as that of Syr. utr. Arabb. Copt. 
Arm. It. al., Chrys. (codd.) Theodoret, Damase. Aug. requires 
the reading: riv soA/rny, already presented by the edd. Com- 
plut. Stephan. 1, 2, al., and later approved by Bengel and 
Wetstein, as also adopted by Griesbach, Matthaei, Lachm. 
Scholz, Bleek, Tisch. Bloomfield, Alford, Reiche, and others. — 
ab juixpov| Elz. Matthaei, Scholz, Tisch. 2 and 7, Bloomfield : 
arb wixpod array But airay is wanting in A B D* E* (?) 
Kas, 17; 31, 6, 733-80, alCopt Arm. its Valle, wath Cyr: 
Chrys. al. Already suspected by Griesbach. Rightly deleted 
by Lachm. Bleek, de Wette, Tisch. 1 and 8, and Alford. — 
Ver. 12. zai ray dwapriay adrav nal rev dvomiiy adrav| The con- 

cluding words: za? rév dvowiiy aire», have been taken for a 
gloss by Bleek, Tisch. 1, 2, and 8, and Alford (comp. already 
Beza and Grotius) ; and in accordance with B x* 17, 23, Vulg. 
Copt. Basm. Syr. Arab. Erp. rejected. They are also declared 
suspected by Delitzsch. But in favour of their retention 
(Lachm. Bloomfield, Tisch. 7, Reiche) decides partly the pre- 
ponderating authority of A D E K Lxs*** al., partly the recur- 
rence of the same words on the repetition of the citation x. 17. 
The addition might easily be overlooked on account of the 
homoioteleuton. 

Vv. 1-13. Not merely, however, as regards His person is 
Christ highly exalted above the Levitical priests; the sanc- 
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tuary, too, in which He fulfils the office of High Priest, is 

highly exalted above the Levitical sanctuary. For Christ 
sustains His high-priestly office in the heavenly tabernacle, 
erected by God Himself, of which as the archetype the earthly 
tabernacle, in which the Levitical priests fulfil their office, is a 

mere copy. So much the more excellent is the priestly 
ministry of Christ, in proportion as the Covenant of which He 
is the Mediator is a better covenant, because resting upon the 
foundation of better promises. The character of this promised 
New Covenant is a more inward, spiritual one; and by the 
promise of a New Covenant the Old is declared to be outworn 
and no longer serviceable. 

Vv. 1,2. Kepararov 5€] Now a main point is, Kepadrasov 
is not accusative absolute (Bengel), nor yet the ordinary accu- 
sative with a Aéyw TodTo to be supplemented (Ebrard), but 
nominative, and apposition to the whole ensuing proposition : 
TotovToy .. . avOpwrros, ver. 2. Comp. Rom. viii. 3. Just as 
Kepanavov dé are also the kindred formulas: 70 6€ péysotov, TO 

dé dewvotatov, TO ExxaTov, TO TEAEUTaIor, etc., very frequently 
prefixed to a whole clause by way of apposition. See Kiihner, 
II. p. 146, Obs, 2. The expression xedddacov itself is 
here understood by many expgsitors in the sense of “swum ;” 
according to which the author Would express the intention of 
immediately comprehending or recapitulating the substance of 
all his previous disquisition in a single statement. So 
Laurentius Valla (“in summam autem”), Erasmus, Clarius, 

Vatablus, Zeger, Calvin, H. Stephanus, Grotius (“ post tot dicta 
haee esto summa”), Carpzov (“ut rem summatim et uno verbo 
complectar ”), Stengel, Hofmann (Schriftbew. IL. 1, 2 Aufl. 
p. 405), Conybeare, M‘Caul, etc. This signification, however, 
although linguistically justified, is here cnadmissible, since the 
author is passing over to something essentially new; a recapi- 

tulation of the previous arewment accordingly does not take 
place at all. But neither is the anarthrous xedddratov— 
although in itself this is not inadmissible—to be taken as 

equivalent to To xepadavov, as is done by Theophylact (va 
eim@ TO pwéyloTov Kal ouvextixwtepov), Bleek (“the essential 
thing, to which all else is subordinated”), Ebrard (“ the key- 

stone ”), Bisping (“ the core of all”), Stuart, Delitzsch, Riehm, 
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Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. pp. 464, 481; Alford, Maier, Ewald, 
and others. For, besides the further main point in the supe- 
riority of the N. T. High Priest over the Levitical high priests, 
here to be mentioned (namely, His ministering in a better 
sanctuary), the author has yet before his mind the elucidation 
of a third leading distinction (that of the better sacrifice pre- 
sented by Christ), Comp. ix. 9 ffi— émt tots Reyouevois} 
cannot be referred back specially, as is assumed by Erasmus, 
Clarius, Zeger, Estius, Jac. Cappellus, Grotius, Hammond, 

Carpzov, Schulz, Stein, Stengel, Ebrard, Ewald, and many 
others, to that which has already been said. For therewith 
the participle present Neyomévoes does not agree; elpynmevors 
must have been put instead of it. Nor, accordingly, can the 
sense be: “in addition to that already treated of” (Calov, 
Wolf, Rambach, Peirce, Storr, Ebrard, a/.). On the contrary, 

é€7é must be taken in the signification : “ upon the supposition 

of,’ “in the case of,’ as ix. 17 and frequently, and éai toils 
Aeyowévous has essentially the same meaning as the genitive 
Tov Aeyousvov. Thus: now a main point in the case of those 

things we are speaking of (or: in our argument) is the following. 

— With the utmost violence does Hofmann tear the words 
asunder (Schrifibew. II. 1, 2 Aufl. p. 406, and so still in his 
commentary, p. 8302f.), in that he will have xeparasov dé 
separated from ézt tols Aeyouevors, and to the latter would 
supplement apyvepedow, and renders: “ besides those who are 
called high priests, we have a High Priest who has sat down 
at the right hand of the throne of the Majesty.” That, more- 
over, the thought thus resulting would be a senseless one,— 
inasmuch as it would then follow that Christians have several 
sorts of high priests,—has already been pointed out by Nickel 
(in Reuter’s Repertor, 1858, Feb. p. 110). For how arbitrary 
it is when Hofmann seeks further to twist the statement, 

gained with so much toil, in the sense: “that the Christians 
possess a High Priest, compared with whom those who are so 
called have for them no significance,” hardly needs to be 
observed. — tovodtov] is a preparation for the following os 
éxabicev «.7.A. Wrongly does Bohme refer it back to tTovodTos, 
vii. 26, and Carpzov to tiyrotepos TaY ovpavayv yevomevos in 
the same verse. The latter, moreover, with an erroneous 
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accentuation of the éyouer : “ habemus omnino talem pontificem 
sc. tyndoTepovy TOV ovpavov, quippe qui adeo consedit ad 
dextram Dei é€v tots ovpavois,’ in connection with which the 
progress of the discourse is lost sight of, and the fact remains 
unnoticed that the centre of gravity in the statement, vv. 1, 2, 
is contained only in ver. 2,— ds éxdOicev ev SeEva Tov Opdvou 
THS peyarwovyns ev Tots ovpavots] who has sat down at the 
right hand of the throne of the Majesty in heaven (Ps. cx.). 
Comp. i. 3: éxaOicev év SeEva THs peyadwovrys év indois. — 
The opinion of Schlichting, Grotius, Limborch, Klee, Bleek, 

and Alford, that the author designed by é€xa@ucey, too, to 
indicate a point of superiority in Christ over the Levitical 
high priests—inasmuch as the latter, when they entered the 
Most Holy Place, instead of sitting down were required 
to stand,—is far-fetched. There is nothing in the context 
to lead to such supposition. It is otherwise (on account of 
the express opposition there met with éornxey ... éxadicev) 
chap. x. 11, 12. — év tots ovpavois] belongs to éxkaficev, not 
to THs weyadwovrns (Bohme), since otherwise the article would 

have been repeated ; still less to the opening words of ver. 2 
(Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 1, 2 Aufl. p. 405 f.), since in that 

case TOY dyi@y TOV év Tols ovpavots RevTovpyos would have 
been the only natural expression, the rhythmical proportion of 
vv. 1, 2 would have been destroyed, and the év bWydois, i. 3, 

parallel. to the €v tots ovpavots in our passage, would have 
remained unnoticed as regards its coherence with that which 
precedes, 

Ver. 2. Declaration of the capacity in which Christ has 
sat down at the right hand of God: as a sacrificing priest of 
the true sanctuary and tabernacle, which the Lord erected, 

not a man. Ver. 2 is to be joined without any comma to 
ver. 1. For only the qualification of the éxaficey x.72., 
ver. 1, which is first added by means of ver. 2,—not merely 
the fact of the ca@icar in itself, since this had already been often 
mentioned in the epistle,— contains the new main feature 
which the author aims at bringing into prominence. — Tav 
ayiov] is not masculine (Oecumenius: apyepeds dyoe TaY 
Hylacpéevov Tap avTod avOporar’ judy yap éoTw apx.epers, 
Primasius, Cajetan, Schulz, Paulus, Stengel) but neuter; it 
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denotes, however, neither the holy things (Luther, Hunnius, 
Balduin), nor that which is required for the priestly service 
(Seb. Schmidt, Braun, Rambach, Ewald), nor “such holy 
things as stand in essential relation to the oxnvi adnOu” 

(Kurtz), but the sanctwary (according to Erasmus, Jace. 
Cappellus, Bohme, Stuart, Bloomfield, Bisping, Delitzsch, 

Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebrierbr. p. 5138; Alford, Maier, and 
others, specially: the Most Holy Place), in which (or: in regard 

to which) the priestly service is performed. Comp. ix. 8, 12, 

24, 25, x. 19, xiii. 11. — Synonymous with tov dayiev is the 
THs oxnvys, added by way of elucidation; and from the 

adjective of the latter, T}#s aXnO@cvjs, we have also to supply 
in thought the corresponding adjective tov adnO.vav 
(comp. ix. 24) to the foregoing tév ayiwv. For even the 
earthly high priest was a tdv dyiwyv AevTovpyos; only a 

TOV ayloav TaY adnOLYa@VY RecTovpyos he was not. — 
Nectoupyos| Comp. AecToupyety, x. 11, and Aectoupyia, ver. 6, 
ix. 21; Phil. ii, 17; Luke i. 23. With the classic writers, 
Aectoupyos denotes the bearer of any public office, or office of 
the State. In the general sense of a “servant” it stands 
i. 7; Rom. xiii. 6; Phil. i. 25. But already with the LXX: 
(Neh. x. 39; cf. Ecclus. vii. 30, al.) it is spoken specially of 
him who discharges priestly service. In accordance therewith 
it has here, too (comp. ver. 3), as well as Rom. xv. 16, the 
signification : sacrificing priest. — Ths adnOu7s| The oxnvr} is 
called true, not in opposition to the false, but as the arehetype* 
existing in heaven in contrast with the earthly zmage of the 
same (ver. 5), which latter, as is always the case with the 
copy in relation to the original, could be only something 
imperfect. — iv émnfev] Comp. Ex. xxxiii. 7. — 0 xvpsos] is 
here God, as elsewhere in our epistle only in the O. T. 
citations. — 6 xUptos, otk dvOpwros| Comp. oxnvis ov 
YELtpoTrolnTou, ix. 11; od yerporointa aya, ix. 24. 

Ver. 5. Subsidiary remark in justification of the expression 
NecToupryos, ver. 2. The Aevrovpyetv, or the presenting of 
sacrifices, is just something essential in the fulfilment of the 
office of every high priest; a XerToupyds, or sacrificing priest, 

1 Comp. Wisd. ix. 8: sivas olnsdourous vuov... nal... buoimornpioy, biunua 
~ GA Gl , ee a ~ 

OXNINS UYINS, %Y TPINTILaTas UT Uprns. 
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must thus Christ also be.— By the statement, ver. 3, the 
argument itself is not interrupted. For enclosing the verse 
within a parenthesis, with Cameron, Stengel, and others, there 

exists therefore no reason.—rydp]| the explanatory namely. 
—On Tas yap... Kafiotatat, comp. v. 1: ras yap apxtepeds 

. kabiotatar Ta Tpos TOV Oedv, iva Tpocdépyn SHpd TE Kab 
Oucias. — 60ev avayKaior] sc. Av (Syriac, Beza, Piscator, Owen, 

Bengel, Bleek, de Wette, Hofmaun, Komm. p. 306; Woerner), 

not éoriv (Vulgate, Luther, Calvin, Schlichting, Schulz, Béhme, 

Stuart, Kuinoel, Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. 1, 2 Aufl. p. 407 ; 

Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebrierbr. p. 505; Alford, Maier, Moll, 

‘Ewald, M‘Caul, a/.). For the author knows only one single 

sacrificial act of Christ, an act performed once for all (not one 
continually repeated), as is evident partly from the parallel 
passages, vil. 27, ix. 12, 25, 28, x. 10, 12, 14, partly from 

the preterite mpocevéyxn in our passage.— éyew Te Kal 
TovTov, 0 mpocevéyKn| that also this (High Priest) should have 

somewhat that He might offer wp. By the té the author 
understands Christ’s own body, which He gave up to death 

as a propitiatory sacrifice for the sinful world. The indefinite 
mode of expression by 7/, however, was chosen just because 
the reference to the sacrifice in this place was only an 
incidental one, and that which was intended could the less 

be misunderstood by the readers, in that immediately before, 
vii. 27, it had been declared by means of éavtoy dvevéeyKas 
in what the sacrifice of Christ consisted. 

Vy. 4, 5. Return (odv) from the subsidiary remark, ver. 3, 
to the main thought in ver. 2 (Tov ayioy Kai THs oKnvas 
THS GXNOwvys, iv «.7.r.), and proof for the same. 

Ver. 4. A sacrificial priest Christ can only be, either in the 
earthly or the heavenly sanctuary; for a third, besides these 
two, there is not. The author now proves, ver. 4, that He 

cannot be a priest in the earthly sanctuary, whence it then 
follows of itself that He must be so in the heavenly one. — 

et Hv] not: if He had been (Bohme, Kuinoel), but: if He were. 

To e¢ pev ody ay ért ys we have, moreover, neither, with 
Grotius, Wolf, and others, to supply povoy, nor, with Zeger, 

_ Bengel, Carpzov, Heinrichs, Bohme, and others, dpysepeds or 

ispevs. It signifies nothing more than: if He were now on 
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earth, had His dwelling-place upon earth. — 008 av iv tepeds] 
He would not even be a priest, Incorrectly Bleek, Bisping, and 

Ewald: He would not even be a priest—not to say a high 
priest. For the augmenting od6€ can refer only to the whole 
proposition, not specially to fepevs, since otherwise od fepeds 
av jv must have been written. (epevs is therefore to be taken 
as a more general expression for the more definite apyvepevs. 
Yet more erroneously Primasius, Seb, Schmidt, Wolf, Ram- 

bach, Carpzov, and others: “He would not be that unique, 
real, or true priest, that everlasting priest after the manner of 
Melchisedec ”—which, without an addition, the words cannot 

by any means signify. — The reason why Christ, if He were 
dwelling upon earth, could not at all be a priest, is contained 
in the évtwy.,.7a Sepa. For on earth there are, of a 

truth, the legally appointed priests already present, and with 
these Jesus, since He belonged not to the tribe of Levi, but 
to the tribe of Judah (vii. 14), has nothing in common, — 
dvTMY TOV TpocdEepovT@YV KaTa Vomov TA Sapa] since assuredly 
there are present (6vTwy has the emphasis), sc. on earth, those 
who in accordance with law (i.e. according to the norm of the 
Mosaic law) offer the gifts, namely the Levites, among whom 
Christ could not be reckoned. dvtwv and mpocgepdvtwv 
designate that which is still existing at the time of our 
author. To take the words as participles of the past (Peshito, 
Vulgate, Grotius,’ Braun, and others), is already forbidden by 

the present Natpevovaow, ver. 5, 
Ver. 5. The author at once attaches to the proof given, 

ver. 4,—that Christ must be High Priest in the heavenly 
sanctuary, _—the testimony of Scripture that the earthly 
sanctuary, in which the Levitical priests officiate, is a mere 

copy of the heavenly, thus only an imperfect sanctuary. 
Schlichting: Vel rationem quandam div. autor his verbis 
exprimit, cur Christus, si in terris esset, sacerdos esse non 

posset, nempe quia sacerdotes illi, qui in terris degentes 
offerunt, umbrae tantum serviunt coelestium; vel tantum a 

contrario illustrat id, quod de pontifice nostro dixerat, nempe 
eum esse veri tabernaculi ministrum, legales vero pontifices 

1 This writer with the explanation entirely foreign to the subject: ‘‘ Erant, 

nempe quum psalmus iste scriberetur,” 
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umbrae tantum et exemplari illius coelestis tabernaculi 
servire. Not to enclose within a parenthesis (Griesbach, 
Schulz, Scholz, al.), since the same easily joins on syntac- 
tically to ver. 4, and Scagopwrépas, ver. 6, points back to its 
subject-matter. — oftwves] nimirum qui. 

oxida] a copy and shadow. wtmodetymare corresponds to the 
SevySévra cou in the ensuing citation, and denotes here 
(otherwise iv. 11) that which is shown only by way of hints, 
or only in its general outlines (comp, Ta brrodetypata, ix. 23), 
has thus the notion of a merely imperfect sketch or copy. 
Yet more emphatically is the notion of imperfection brought 
out by means of kal oxed. For oxed stands not merely 
opposed to the copa, as the wnsubstantial to the substantial 
(Col. ii, 17; Josephus, de Bello Jud. ii. 2. 5: cxiav aitnaopevos 
Bacirelas, Hs hptacey éavt@e 76 copa; Philo, de confus. 
linguarum, p. 348; with Mangey, I. p. 434), but also to the 
eixov, as the shadowy image melting into obscurity, and only 
to be recognised in its exterior outlines to the Jikencss 
distinctly struck off, containing light and colour, and enabling 
one to recognise the original. Comp. Heb. x. 1: oxiav... 
ovK avTnv THY eiKova Tov Tpayuatwv; Achilles Tatius, 1. 
p. 47 (in Wetstein ad x. 1): o¥tw TéOvnKxev Kai Tijs eikdvos 
 aKia; Cicero, de Offciis, iii. 17: Sed nos veri juris german- 

aeque justitiae solidam et expressam effigiem nullam tenemus; 
umbra et imaginibus utimur.— Aatpevouow] is taken un- 
naturally by Calvin, Pareus, Bengel, Peirce, Schulz, and 

others in the absolute sense: “who serve God in a copy and 
shadow.” The datives trrodeiypats kal oxid TOY éTovpaviov 
form the object of the verb (comp. xiii. 1U): “who minister 
(as priests) to that which is but a copy and shadow of the 
heavenly,” — Xartpeverv here, by virtue of the connection, 
entirely equivalent to Aevroupyetv; in general, however, of 
wider signification, and differing from Xe-toupyetvy as the 
Hebrew 729 from W.—tadv érovpaviov] not “of the 
heavenly things” (Luther), “of the heavenly relations and 
facts of redemption” (Ebrard), “of the heavenly relations 
and divine thoughts” (Moll), “of the ideal possessions in 
general, belonging to the kingdom of God” (Tholuck); but: 
of the heavenly sanctuary. Comp. the citation immediately 

e / \ Urodelypatt Kab 
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following, as also ver. 2 and ix. 23, 24.—xaOas Keypn- 

peatiotat Mwicis| according to the response, or divine revela- 

tion, which Moses received. The passive ypnuatiferOar in this 

sense only in the N. T. (xi. 7; Matt. ii, 22; Acts x. 22, al.) 
and in Josephus (Anizg. i. 8. 8, xi. 8. 4). — ézrurenety| 
denotes here not the completion of that which is already 
begun. What is meant is the execution of that which had 
previously only been resolved on.—The citation is from 
Ex. xxv. 40. The yap, even as dyaiv, belongs to the author 
of our epistle, on which account dpa yap dyow is to be 
written without placing a comma after yap.— dyoir] se. ¢ 
xpnwatiopos, the divine response, or, since in Exodus (xl. 1) 
God is expressly named as the speaker: 6 Oeos (Heinrichs, 
Bleek, Stengel, Delitzsch, Alford, Maier, Kurtz, ail.), not 

7 ypadyn (Bohme).—avta] is wanting with the LXX.— 
Kaqza Tov TUTov] in accordance with the pattern (M33N), we. 
corresponding to the archetype presented to the contempla- 
tion of Moses in the manner of a revelation, or by means of 
a vision. Comp. Acts vil. 44. Over-refined, indeed, although 
linguistically not less admissible than the other, is the 
interpretation of Faber Stapulensis, Rivetus, Schlichting, 
Grotius, Limborch, Storr, Bleek, and Maier, that in connection 

with tUros we have to think of a mere copy of the archetype, 

so that the Levitical priests served in priestly guise the copy 
of a copy.— Tov devyOévta] LXX.: tov dedevypévov. — ev 
TO Oper] upon the mount, namely Sinai. 

Ver. 6 repeats, in the form of an antithesis to vv. 4, 5, the 

main proposition of the new section, that Christ accomplishes 
His priestly service in the heavenly sanctuary (ver. 2); in the 
progress of the discourse, however, advances an additional 

areument in favour of this main proposition: in that the 
naturalness of the fact asserted is evidenced by the superiority 

of that covenant which has been brought in by Christ. As, 
therefore, the author (vil. 20-22) had deduced from the higher 
priestly rank of Christ the more excellent nature of the 
covenant brought in by Him; so here, conversely, from the 
better nature of the covenant established by Him, is inferred 
the higher order of His priestly ministry. vuvt d¢ forms the 
opposition to ef wev ody, ver. 4, while Suadopwrépas points 
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back antithetically to the contents of ver. 5. Theophylact : 
"Exeivou Tov vorpatos nptntat TadTa, ToD Ei pcv yap ty emt 
yijs, ovK av Hv lepevds* vuvi O€ wy wv, dnaoly, Eri ys, ANNA TOV 
ovpavov eyov (epatetov, Siahopwrépas €TETUYE NevToupylas- 

TOUTEOTLY, OUK ETL AUTOD 7 AELTOUpyla ToLA’TH, ola 7 TAY 

eri ys apxyvepewv ANN’ opavios, dre TOTOY Exovca THs oiKelas 
TedeTHS Tov ovpavoy, —vuvi dé] not in the temporal, but in 

the logical sense: but now. — diahopwrépas AevToupyias| inas- 
much, namely, as the oxyv7, in which He fulfils His office, is 

the addOuvy, hv ErnEev 6 KUptos, ovK dvOpwTos (ver. 2). 
— On the comparative dcvagopwrtépas, see at ii. 4. — Kae 
after 6c renders distinctly apparent the inner correspondence 
of the two principal members in the proposition, ver. 6. — 
peoitns| Mediator Gx. 15, xii. 24; Gal. iii. 19, 20; 1 Tim. 
i. 5; LXX. Job ix. 33), inasmuch as He has proclaimed the 
New and better Covenant, and has sealed the same by His 
death on the cross. — %Tus] which, as such. Introduction of 
the proof that the covenant of which Christ is made the 
Mediator is a better one (vii. 22), ae. affords full satisfaction 
to the heart seeking salvation and deliverance, which the 
‘Mosaic covenant was incapable of pacifying. The proof for 
this superiority the author derives from the fact that the 
New Covenant has been enacted upon the ground of (éaé [ef. 
vil. 11; Acts xiv. 3]) better promises, 7c. promises more 
excellent with regard to their subject-matter. The expression 
vevopnodérnras is chosen not in order to denote the similarity 

of nature in the two covenant-foundings, but, after the analogy 
of the Pauline mode of expression, Rom. iii. 27 (ix. 31), in 
order to oppose to the Mosaic law, hitherto in operation, the 
New Covenant as in some sense a new law (comp. vopous pou, 

ver. 10) now come into force. — xpeittocw éraryryediats | 
What is meant is without doubt the several factors in the 
contents of the passage from Jeremiah cited immediately after 
—to wit, the promise of the forgiveness of sins (comp. ver. 12), 

which the Old Covenant was not able to bring about (Rom. 
vill. 3; Gal. iii. 10 ff.), in connection with the character of 
innerness of the New Covenant in general (vy. 10, 11), as 
opposed to the externalism of the Old. — The explaining of the 
KpeiTToves emayyedtat, with Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophy- 
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lact, Primasius, Clarius, Bengel, Carpzov, Whitby, M*‘Lean, 

Bisping, and others, of everlasting blessedness and the other 
eternal blessings of Christianity, in opposition to the purely 
terrestrial and temporal promises of Mosaism (the peaceful 
possession of the land of Canaan, a long life upon earth, etc.), 
is to be rejected; because—apart from the contradiction in 

which this interpretation stands with the elucidation given by 
the author himself by virtue of the ensuing citation from 
Scripture—it is, as Bleek rightly observes, improbable that 
the author should have referred the promises deposited in the 
Mosaic law to merely earthly things, in place of referring them 
to the object of which he understands the promise already 
imparted to Abraham—the bringing in of the great salvation 
for the people of God in the person of Christ. — The view, 
too, that the ézrayyediac of the New Covenant are called 
Kpeittoves because they are better guaranteed (Stengel and 
others), has the context against it. 

Vy. 7-13. Evidence from Scripture that the New Covenant 
rests upon better promises than the Old, and consequently is a 

better covenant than that. God Himself has, by the fact of His 
having promised a new covenant, pronounced the former one 

to be growing obsolete, 
Ver. 7. Justification of the xpeittrovos and KpeitTocuy, 

ver. 6.— ed Hw] if it were (vii. 11, viii. 4). — 4 porn éxetvy] 
sc. Scabynxn. On the superlasive, quite in keeping with the 
linguistic usage of the Greek, see Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. 
p. 229, Obs. 1. — dpepwrros] faultless (Phil. ii. 15, i. 6), 
satisfactory, sufficient. Theodoret: To Gpewmrros avti Tov 
Terela TEOeiKE. — ovK av Sevtépas eEnTeito TOTS] place would 
not have been sought (se. by God, in the O. T., or in the 
passage of Scripture immediately adduced) for a second (cove- 
nant); ze. it would not have been expressed by God Himself, 
that a second covenant is to come in beside the first, and 

replace it. In this general sense é€nteiro tomos is to be 
taken, and the form of expression in the apodosis to be 
explained from a mingling of a twofold mode of contemplation 
(ov av Sevtépa éfnreito Kai Sevtépas ovK tv av ToTOS: a 
second would not be sought by God, nor would there be any 
place for a second). No emphasis rests upon tozoes; on which 
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account it is over-refining, when Bleek finds in éSntetro tozros 

the reference that to the New Covenant, according to ver. 10, 
the place was assigned in the hearts of men, while the Old 
was written upon tables of stone. 

Ver. 8. Making good of the assertion, ver. 7, that the Old 
Covenant was not free from fault, and God on that account 

made known His purpose of establishing a New one. Since 
ew homevos manifestly corresponds to the dwepyrros, ver. 7, 
and there the non-freedom from blame regards the covenant 

itself, not the possessors thereof, it is more natural to combine 

avutots with XNévyee (Faber Stapulensis, Piscator, Schlichting, 
Grotius, Limborch, Peirce, Michaelis, Chr. Fr. Schmid, Storr, 

Kuinoel, Klee, Bleek, Stein, Bloomfield, Reiche, Comment. crit. 

p. 65 sq.; Conybeare, Moll, Kurtz, Ewald, M‘Caul, and others) 

than—what is certainly possible in a grammatical respect (see 
the Lexicons)—to join it to peudopevos (Peshito, Vulgate, 
Cliysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Luther, Calvin, Beza, 

Er. Schmid, Bengel, Wolf, Carpzov, Heinrichs, Bohme, Stengel, 

Bisping, Delitzsch, Alford, Maier, Hofmann, al.). — réyer] se. 

6 Qeos. Comp. the thrice - occurring Aéyes xvpsos in the 
following citation (vv. 8, 9, 10). — avdrots Neyer] He saith unto 
them, namely, the possessors of the tpwtyn Sva0jxn. — The 

citation beginning with ¢dov, and extending to the close of 
ver. 12, is from Jer. xxxi. (LXX. xxxviii.) 31-34, after the 
LXX., with slight deviations. — réyes Kvpios] so in the LXX. 
of the Cod. Alex The Cod. Vatican. and others have ¢yci 
KUptos. — In place of kat cuytedkécw él Tov oiKov 
‘Icpanr Kal émt tov otxov *Iovda, it reads in the LXX.: 
Kal diabjcouat TO olkw IopanrA Kai TO olxw Iovda. Per- 
haps a change designedly made in order to characterize the 
New Covenant as a completed or perfect one. 

Ver. 9. Od Kata thy SiaOynKny, iv éroinca Tois TaTpacw 
av7o@v] negative unfolding of the foregoing positive expression 
Kawnv (namely, a covenant): not after the manner of the 

covenant (N23 ND) which I made for their fathers, ve. one 
qualitatively different therefore, and that as being a better one. 
— hv éroinca] LXX.: hv Suebdunv. — trois Tmatpacw avtav] 
in the Hebrew OMANNN, with their fothers. The mere dative 
With ézro/noa excludes the notion of reciprocity in the covenant- 
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founding which has taken place, and presents it purely as 
the work of the disposition made by God. — é€v meépa émiXa- 
Bopévov pov x.T.r.] in the day (at the time) when I took hold 
of their hand, to lead them forth out of the land of Egypt 
(OMND FIND Oyin? OVA pINA Da). An unwieldy - but not 
exactly incorrect construction (see Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl! 

p- 531),.in place of which Justin Martyr, Dial. cwm Tryph. 
Jud. 11, in citing the same words of Scripture, has chosen the 
less cumbrous é€v 7 éeAaBounv. The note of time characterizes 
the covenant as the Mosaic one. — 61] for; not: “ because,” 
as protasis to Kay «.T.. as the apodosis (Calvin, Bohme, 

Hofmann, a/.).— xay#] emphatic personal opposition to ado: : 
and consequently I also concerned not myself about them. — 
Néyet KUptos| LXX. (Cod. Alex. too): dynot Kvbpuos. 

Ver. 10. Justification of the SsaOynenv cawyv, od KaTa THY 

SvaOnxnv K.7.r., vv. 8, 9, by a definite indication of the nature 

of the covenant to be instituted. — 6re attn 9 Sva0jKn x.7.2. | 
Jor this (or the following) is the covenant which I will institute 
for the house of Israel. avtrn introduces with emphasis the 
material characterization following with dvdodvs «7.2. — otKos 
‘Icpand] here embraces the whole nation, while in ver. § it 
denoted one of the two kingdoms into which it had been 
divided. — peta Tas iépas éexeivas| after those days, i.e. after 
the days which must first have elapsed, before the »mépac 
mentioned, ver. 8,—in which the New Covenant is to come 

into existence,—begin to dawn. Wrongly Oecumenius: vrovas 
npépas; tas THs e&0dov, év ais EXaBov Tov vopov. — Ayer 
xvpios| LXX.: gyal Kdpios. — d1d00s] So LXX. Cod. Alex, 

while Cod. Vatic. and other mss. of the LXX. have 8&:dovs 
docow. In the Hebrew °F. dcdovs does not stand for décw 
(Vatablus, Schlichting, Bengel, and others). Just as little 
have we to supplement it with d#ow (Heinrichs, Stengel, «/.), 
or with edwé or écowae (Kuinoel, Bloomfield), or dca@joopac 
avtnv (Delitzsch). Nor have we to join it to the following 
émiypayrw (so Bohme, but undecidedly, and Paulus), in such 
wise that we must render xai before émruypdyrw by “also.” It 
attaches itself grammatically to the preceding dia@jcopat. In 
order to obviate any unevenness of construction, we may then 
place a colon after duavovav attav, The separation, however; 
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of the Kat émuypawyw from that which precedes is not actually 
necessary, since instances of a transition from the participle to 

the tempus finitum are elsewhere nothing strange. See Winer, 
Gramm., 7 Aufl, p. 533. — dvavota] mind, i.e. soul, innermost 
part (4P). Accentuation of the character of innerness in the 
New Covenant, as opposed to the eaternalism of the Old. 
Comp. 2 Cor. iii. 3. — xapdias] either wccusative (Deut. iv. 13, 
v. 22, al.) or genitive (comp. Ex. xxxiv. 28 ; Num. xvii. 2, 3, ai.). 
In favour of the latter pleads the singular in the Hebrew 
original; in favour of the former, the reading of the Cod. Alez.: 
é7l Tas Kapdias. We cannot take into account, in favour of 
the accusative, the greater conformity to the character of the 
Greek language, according to which, on account of the plurality 
of persons (av7év), one must also speak of xapdéaz in the 
plural. For without regard to this distinction the singular 
dcavoray has already been just placed, and in like manner 
the singular THs yespos is placed, ver. 9.—In place of éwt 
Kapolas avTav éTiypado avtous, the Cod. Alex. of the 
LXX. has: éwiypayyw avtovs éri tas Kapdias avtay, and the 
Cod. Vatie.: émi kapdias a’tav ypayw avtovs. — Kai Ecomat 
avtots eis Oedv x.7.d.] Comp. already Ex. vi. 7; Lev. xxvi. 
12, al.; also 2 Cor. vi. 16.— The Hebraizing ctvae eis 
(2 79) asi. 5. 

Ver. 11. The consequence resulting from the dcdovac vopous 
eis THY Ovdvotay avTov x«.T.r., ver. 10. Comp. Joel iii. 1, 2; 

1 John ii. 27. — kat od pur) SvddEwour] and then they shall not 
instruct (Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 472; Buttmann, Gramm. 
des neutest. Sprachgebr. p. 183), as regards the sense equivalent 

to: and then it will not be needful that they instruct each 
other; the reason for which is stated immediately after, in the 

OTe TavtTes ELdOnoovaiy we «7. On the intensifying ov 
uy, see Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 471 £.— Tov roditny adtod] 

his fellow-citizen. So in the LXX., Cod. Vatic., and most MSS., 

while Cod. Alea. has in the first member tov ddeAdor, in the 

second toy rAnoiov. — yvd6t] in the Hebrew the plural: W, 
— pixpod] With the LXX. in most Codd.: pexpod adtav. — 

avo pLKpod €ws peyddov avtav] Young and old (Diop? 

D2i737731), Comp. Acts viii 10; LXX. Jer. vi. 13; Jonah 
ii. 5; Gen, xix. 11, al. 
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Ver. 12. The inner ground of this communion with God 
and this knowledge of Him. — érz] not: “that” (Michaelis, 

ad Peire.), but: for. —trews Ecopar tats adikiats adtav| I 
will be gracious (MoD) to their wnrighteousnesses, 2.e. Will forgive 
and forget the same, — aéc«/at] in the plural, in the N. T. only 
here, but of frequent occurrence with the LXX. Designation 
of the alienation from God in its single outbreaks and forms 
of manifestation. — cal Tév duapTiav Kal TOV avomiay avTar] 
LXX. merely: cat tov adwapTiov avTa@r, in accordance with 
the Hebrew: Tiv77DI8 nb BANDON, 

Ver. 13. The author derives the result from the Scripture 
testimony, vv. 8-12. — é&v T@ Réyew Kawnyy] in that He (se. 
God) saith: a new (covenant). Comp. év T@ déyeo@at, iii. 15, 
and év Té brorakat, ii. 8.— memadaloxey tiv mpaTnv] He 
hath made the first old (contrary to linguistic usage, Ebrard: 
“relatively older”), zc. has declared it to be out of date, out- 

worn, and no longer serviceable. — wadaodv] a word belonging 
to a later period of the Greek language, elsewhere ordinarily 
used in the intransitive sense: “to grow old,” and generally 
in the middle voice (as a little below, andi. 11); is found 
likewise in the transitive sense, “to make old,” in Lam. i. 4; 

Job ix. 5. To abolish or render obsolete the word itself does 
not signify ; but rendering obsolete is the natural consequence 
of pronouncing out of date or outworn. The author accord- 
ingly does not directly express notion of abrogation by mera- 
Aalwxev in this place,—a sense, moreover, which, on account 

of the following wadatovpevor, would here be inappropriate— 
but leaves the reader to divine it.— To 6€ madatovpevov Kat 
ynpacKov eyyus adavicpov] but that which is growing ancient 
and is becoming infirm with years, is near to disappearing or 

perishing. — ynpaoxew] ordinarily said of human beings (to 
become enfeebled with age, senescere); then, however, also of 
things, comp. eg. Xenoph. Ages. xi. 14: 1) wév Tod ca@paros 
loyds ynpacker, 7) S€ THs Wuyis poun... aynpatds éotw, — 
The author says sparingly : near to disappearing (comp. KaTtdpas 
éyyvs, vi. 8), in that he takes his standpoint at the time of 
the divine promises just quoted. But if God in the time of 
Jeremiah already designated the Old Covenant as that which 
is nigh unto ruin, it was therein necessarily declared by 
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implication, that now, after so long a time is passed and the 
New Covenant has already been in reality brought in, the Old 
Covenant, as to its essence (if not yet as to its external mani- 

festation), must have been already entirely abrogated, must 
have entirely lost its force and validity. 

Meyer. —IIex U 
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CH AUP Re ioe 

Ver. 1. 4 cparn] Elz.: 4 rparn oxqvy. But the addition oxy 

is condemned as a gloss by the fact of its being wanting in all 
the uncial mss., in many cursives, in Syr. utr. Basm. Aeth. Arm. 
It. Vulg., with Gregory Thaumaturgus, Cyril, Chrys. Damase. 
Theoph. Photius, a. On the ground, too, of internal evidence it 
is to be rejected, since, on the one hand, the coherence with 
vili. 13, and through that with viii. 7 ff, leads to d:a04z7 as 
the main idea to be supplemented ; and, on the other hand, the 
expression 4 xpwrq oxnv4, 1x. 1, would be made to denote some- 
thing quite different from that which the same expression 
denotes in ix. 2. For, while in ver. 2 the outer division of the 
tabernacle is indicated thereby, in ver. 1 only the first or Old 
Testament, earthly tabernacle, in opposition to the New 
Testament, heavenly one, thus something entirely dissimilar, 
could be intended by this expression. — Ver. 2. After dprav, B, 
Basmur, add zai rd ypucoty duwsarqpsov, and in return omit 

the words ypucoty duwiargproy zai, ver. 4. Violent intentional 
transposition, with a view to the removal of the archaeological 
difficulty. — Instead of éyi«, Lachm. writes dysu. ayiwy, after 
A (ayia wy) D* HE, It. But dia c&yioy is a mere slip on the 

part of the copyist, occasioned by ver. 3, and is to be rejected 
as devoid of sense. — Ver. 5. Xepou8iu] A: XepouSeiuz, B D*** 
(and so Lachm. Tisch. 7 and 8): XepouSsi, D* 8: XepouBw, In 
the case of the LXX., too, the MSs. are wont equally to vary as 
regards the final syllable of the word. — Instead of the Recepta 
d6&ns, Griesb. and Scholz have erroneously placed in the text 
cH 66&ns. The article has against it all the uncial mss. and 
other witnesses. — Ver. 9. In place of the Recepta xad Gv 
(D*** EK L, min. It. Copt. Sah. Basm. Syr. utr. Chrys. 
Theodoret, Theoph.), Lachm. Scholz, Bleek, Tisch. 1, 7, and 8, 
Delitzsch, Alford have rightly preferred the reading xaé’ 7», 
in accordance with A B D* x, 17, 23* 27, al., Vulg. Slav. codd. 
Damasc. Oecum. (comment.). Already approved by Mill, 
Prolegg. p. 1046, and placed by Griesb. upon the inner margin. 
The xué’ 6, as affording an easier mode of appending to that 
which precedes, is a later correction of the more difficult and 
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ill-understood ad’ 7v.—Ver. 10. The Recepta reads: xa? 
dixaiwmac: capxos. But xas is wanting in A D* s* 6, 17, 
27, 31, al., with Cyr. (twice) in Syr. Copt. Sahid. Arm. al. ; and 
in place of é:xaséuao, A BR, ten cursives, Cyril. and many 
versions have é:xa:éuara, while in D* It. Sahid. there is 
found é:xa/wua. Lachm. Scholz, Bleek, Tisch. 1, 7, and 8, 
Alford have therefore adopted d:za:iuwara oupxés, Which was 
already approved by Grotius, Mill, Prolegy. p. 1355, and Bengel, 
and recommended by Griesb. Delitzsch and Reiche likewise 
give it the preference. This reading is in reality to be regarded 
as the original one. For it is more easily explicable that 
dizaimuare should, on account of the foregoing datives, be 
changed into dmanluaor, and joined on to them by means of 
zai, than that the zai dimanduxo, if it already existed, should, on 
account of the closing word éaimefueve, be converted into dimasi- 
ware.— Ver. 11. In place of the Recepia ray werdrAdvruy, 
Lachm. and Tisch. 1 read, after B D* It. Syr. utr. (yet the Syr. 
Philonex. has the Recepta in the margin) Arab. petropol. and 
some codd. of Chrys.: r&» yevouévwv. Defended by Ebrard. 
But the reading is not in keeping with the carefully chosen 
diction of our author, and its sense: “High Priest of the good 
things which have arisen,” does not commend itself. It is 
manifestly a transcriber’s error, occasioned by the presence of 
the foregoing rapaysvéuevos.— Ver. 12. ebpdwevoc] D* (E 2), He 

44, 80, al., and some Fathers: cipémevoc.— Ver. 13. Elz: 
ravpay zai rpaywy. With Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. Alford, to be 
transposed into rpéyw» zai radpwy, in accordance with the 
decisive authority of A B D Ex, Cyr. Theodoret, Bede, Syr. 
Copt. Basm. It. Vulg. al.— Ver. 14. svebwaroe aiaviou| D* x*** 
many cursives, Copt. Basm. Slav. It. Vulg. a/., Chrys. Cyr. 
Didym. (?) Damasce. al.- wetwarog ayiov. Interpretative gloss. 
—In place of the Recepta cvveidqnerw bua, Bengel, Knapp, 
Lachm. Tisch. 1 and 2, Alford read more suitably, in accordance 
with A D* K, 44, 47, 67, al., Syr. Copt. Arm. Vulg. ms. ai. 
Athan. Cyr. Chrys. (comment.) Theodoret, Theoph.: cvve/dnory 
4a». Recommended likewise by Griesb., and already placed 
in the text in the Edd. Complut. Genev. Plant. — To the mere 
dea Caves in the Recepta, Lachm., with A, 21* 31, 66 (in the 
margin), Copt. Slav. Chrys. (comment.) Macar. Theoph., has 
added the words xa? &4701%. These words are, however, to 
be deleted. They are a gloss from 1 Thess. i. 9.— Ver. 17. 
uqzore] D* 8* and Isidor. Pelus. iv. 113 (... olrw yap cipov nal 

ey wurasors durrypdQors) : woh rére.— Ver. 18. Instead of od in 

the Recepta, we have, with Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. 1, 2, and 7, 
Delitzsch, Alford, to write 0262, in accordance with AC DEL, 
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4, 44, 52, Chrys. Theodoret, Oecum.— 74 spurx] D* E* It: 
4, «purty d:adqxun. Exegetical gloss.— Ver. 19. Elz: zara 

vénov. But the better attestation by A C D* L x*** 21, 47, 
71, al., Copt. Basm. Chrys. ms. Theodoret, Theoph. requires the 
reading preferred by Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. 1, and Alford: zara 
viv v6uov.— In like manner is the article 7%» wanting in the 
Recepta before rpéya» to be added, with Lachm. Tisch. and 
Alford, in accordance with the weighty authority of A C D E 
(D EK, Aeth.: ray rpdyav zal ray wéoyav) 8* 80, al. mult. It. Vule. 
Theodoret, ms. —So, in place of the Recepta éppdvrice here 
and ver. 21, we have, with Lachm. Tisch. and Alford, in 
accordance with all the uncials, to write ¢péyvriocv.— Ver. 24. 
The order of the words followed by Lachm. in the stereotype 
edition, as well as recently by Tisch. in the ed. vii. and vii: 
eiojAdey &ysa, rests only upon the testimony of A ®&, 37, 118. 
In the larger edition of Lachm., therefore, this has rightly 
given place to the Recepta dy:a sic7jrAdev. — Better attested 
than the Recepta 6 Xpiorés is the mere Xproré; (A C* D* ®&, al. 
[Cod. B in its original form extends only to ovveféqow, 1x. 14]), 
preferred by Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. 1 and 8, and Alford. — 
Ver. 26. Elz. Griesb. Matthaei, Scholz, Bleek, de Wette, Bloom- 
field, Delitzsch: viv 6¢ Better Lachm. Tisch. and Alford, in 
accordance with A C L (2) 8, 37, 39, 40, Orig. Chrys.: vuvi 64. 
— tpaprias| AS, 17, 73. Lachm.: +7¢ amwaprias. Against 
C D*** E K L, almost all the min. Orig. (once) al. mult. — 
Ver. 28. otrws xai] Elz. has only ctrws¢. Against decisive 
witnesses (all the uncial mss., most min., many translations 
and Fathers).— After «is swrypiay, Lachm. in the stereotype 
edition had added, with A, 31, 47, al., Syr. Philonex. Slav. 
codd. Damasc., the words 6:é ziorewe. Rightly, however, has 
he deleted them in the larger edition. The addition is a 
complementary gloss, which has against it the testimony of 
CD EK Lk, many min. versions, and Fathers, and betrays 
its character as a gloss by its changing position (Arm. 27, 31, 
57, 61, al., have it before cis cwrnpiay). 

Vv. 1-14. The author has in chap. viii. insisted upon the 
fact, as a second main particular of the superiority of Christ 
as a high priest over the Levitical high priests, that the 
sanctuary in which He ministers is a more excellent one, 
namely, the heavenly sanctuary. He has made good this 
proposition by the consideration that no place would be 
found for Christ, as regards priestly service, in the earthly 
sanctuary; and then has proceeded to show the naturalness 
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of the fact that He accomplshes His ministry in the heavenly 
sanctuary, by the proof that He is the Mediator of a better 
covenant. This train of thought is still pursued in the 
beginning of chap. ix. in that attention is now finally 

called to the fact that in the arrangement of the Mosaic 
sanctuary itself, and the order of the priestly service cor- 
responding thereto, there lies an indication on the part of 
God that Mosaism is not itself the perfect religion, but only 
an institution preparatory thereto (vv. 1-8). With this, 
however, is then connected, by means of one of those 

sudden transitions of which the author is so fond, the 

reference to the further truth, that, indeed, the Levitical 

sacrifices also, since they belong to the domain of fleshly 
ordinance, are not able really to atone; whereas the sacrifice 
presented by Christ, by means of His own blood, possesses, 
by virtue of an eternal Spirit, everlasting power of atonement 
(vy. 9-14), and thus a third main point in the high-priestly 
superiority of Christ is introduced, the development of which 
occupies the author as far as x. 18. 

Vy. 1-5. Description of the arrangement of the O. T. 
sanctuary as regards its essential component parts. 

Ver. 1. Eiyey pwev odv xal 1) mpwrn] sc. dcaOjxn. Against 
the supplementing of oxnv7 (Cameron, Peirce, Whitby, Wet- 
stein, Semler), see the critical remark. —etyev] had. éyeu is 
not written by the author, although the cultus of the Old 
Covenant was still continuing at the time when he wrote, not 
so much because—as is shown by ver. 2—it was his intention 
to describe the primitive arrangement thereof (comp. viii. 5), 
which is the opinion of Bohme, Kuinoel, Stengel, and Tholuck, 

as, What is more naturally suggested by the coherence with 
vill. 13, because the Old Covenant had already been declared 
by God in the time of Jeremiah to be feeble with age and 
nigh unto disappearing, and consequently now, after the 
actual appearance of the promised New Covenant, has no 
longer any valid claim to existence. Chrysostom: docel 
ENeye, TOTE eiye, vov ovK exer Selvuow On TovT@ adbTHD 
exxeyopnkviay’ ToTe yap eixe, pnolv. “Date viv, ei Kal 

EaTnKeVv, OVK EaTLV.— ev odv] now truly. Admission that 
that which the author is about to detail is indeed something 
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relatively exalted. The antithesis, by which again this 
admission is deprived of its value and significance, is then 
introduced by ver. 6 (not first with ver. 11, as is supposed 
by Piscator, Owen, Carpzov, Cramer, Stuart, Bloomfield, 

Bisping, Maier, M‘Caul, and others); yet in such wise that 

the material antithesis itself is first contained in the state- 
ment, ver. 8, which is connected syntactically only as a 
parenthetic clause. — xai] also. Indication that with the Old 
Covenant the New is compared, and possessions of the former 
are enumerated, which also (although, it is true, in a more 

perfect form) are proper to the latter. — dvcaropata AaTpelas | 
legal ordinances’ in regard to worship, te. regulations made by 

virtue of divine authority respecting the cultus. — Aatpedas | 
is genitive. To take the expression as accusative (Cameron, 
Grotius, Hammond, ai/.), according to which décapara, 
Aatpelas, and To ayLov Kocpxov Would as three members be 
made co-ordinate with each other, is untenable; because the 

signification of Svcatépata in itself would be too extensive to 
fit in with the further development of ver. 1, to which the 
author himself at once passes over, from ver. 2 onwards. 
For as the statement To Te ayvov Koopxor receives its more 

full explication by means of vv. 2—5, so does the discourse in 
vv. 6, 7 return to the unfolding of the twofold dicatopara 
Aatpevas, blended as this is in a logical respect into a unity 
of idea.— To te dytov Koopixov] and the mundane sanctuary. 

Since, in accordance with the xaé, possessions of the Old 
Covenant are to be mentioned, such as this has in common 

with the New,—while to the New Covenant there pertains no 
mundane, earthly sanctuary,—7o te dyvov xoopuxov must be 
regarded as a concise mode of designation for cab dyvov TH, 
TO Kooptxov, “and a sanctuary, namely the mundane.” That 
such is the meaning of the author, is indicated by the fact 
that the article is placed before this second member, although 
it ought properly to have been inserted before xoopuxov also. 
Yet the omission of the article in the case of adjectives 
placed after their substantives is not a thing unknown among 
other writers of the later period. See Bernhardy, Synt. 
p- 323; Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 126. Forced is the 

1 Wrongly Stengel: ‘‘ Means of justification.” 
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explanation of Delitzsch, with the adherence of Kurtz and 
Woerner, that xoopixov as an adjectival predicate is to be 
taken in association with etyev: “the first covenant had 
likewise Sscatopata aTpelas, and its sanctuary as mundane, 
ae. a sanctuary of mundane nature.” Had the author intended 
the readers to suppose such a conjoining, he would also— 
equally as vii. 24, v. 14—have indicated the same to them 
by the position of the words. He must, in order to be 
understood, at least have written: e#yey pev ody Kal 7 TpwTH 
Sixalopata NaTpelas KoopLKOY TE TO dytov. Under an 
entire misapprehension, further, does Hofmann (Schriftbew. 
II. 1, p. 408 f., 2 Aufl.) suppose that 76 te &ycov Koopuxor is 
not to be taken as a second object attaching itself to the 
Suxatopata AaTpelas, but as a second subject joining itself on 
to % mpetn,—a construction which, upon the presupposition 
of the Recepta 1 mpetn oxnvn being the correct reading, 
already Olearius adopted (comp. Wolf ad Joc.), and upon the 
same supposition also more recently M‘Caul maintained, in 
connection with which, however, To te ayov Kooptxov would 

limp behind in an intolerable manner, and would afford 
evidence of a negligence of style, such as the author of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews would least of all have been guilty of. 
— The view of Thomas Aquinas, Luther, Zeger, Carpzov, 
and others, that &y:ov is to be taken not in the local sense 

(sanctuary), but in the ethical sense (holiness, dy.orqs, 
sanctitas, mundities), is altogether erroneous; since the 
expression chosen would be a remarkable one, the immediate 
sequel does not point thereto, and the more exalted seat of 
the cultus of the New Covenant forms the theme of the 
fresh train of thought opened up with the beginning of 
chap. viii. — Quite as much to be disapproved is the opinion 
of Wolf, who will have a@ysov to mean “vasa sacra totumque 

apparatum Leviticum.” — xoopixos] means: belonging to the 
world, worldly, mundanus. Comp. Tit. ii. 12. The expression 

is equivalent to émiyecos, and to it éovpdvios stands opposed, 
as in general 6 xocuos in the N. T. very frequently has its 
tacit contrast in 6 ovpavos. Td Gyov Kocptxoy is con- 
sequently nothing else than 4 oxnvy, ty érnkev avOpwros 
(comp. viii. 2), or 4 oxnvyn yetporolntos, TovTésTW TaUTNS 
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Ts KTicews (comp. ix. 11), or Ta yYerporrointa aya (ix. 24), 
and a twofold idea is expressed in the adjective, first, that the 
sanctuary of the Old Covenant is one existing in the terrestrial 
world, then, that it is accordingly something only temporary 

and imperfect in its nature. Remote from the connection are 
the suppositions of Chrysostom, Theophylact, Erasmus, and 

others: that the Jewish sanctuary was called koopexcv, 
because the access to the same stood open to the «dcpos, 

ic. the Gentiles; a statement, moreover, which possesses 

historic truth only with reference to a part thereof, the court 

of the Gentiles (comp. Josephus, de Bello Jud. v. 5. 2; Acts 
xxi. 28), while here the sanctuary as a whole must be 
indicated ;—of Theodorus Mopsuesten., Theodoret,’ Grotius, 
Hammond, Wetstein, Bohme, Paulus, and others: because 

the Jewish sanctuary symbolically represented the universe ; 
the holy place, earth; the most holy, heaven; and the curtain 
before the latter, the firmament;—of Kypke, because the 
sense is: toto terrarum orbe celebratum (comp. Josephus, 
de Bello Jud. iv. 5. 2, where the Jerusalem high priests, 
Ananus and Jesus, are represented as Tis KoopiKhs Opnoxetas 
KATAPYOVTES, TpocKuvovpevol Te Tois €K THS olKovmErNS), 
which, however, could only be said with reference to the 

temple, not with reference to the tabernacle itself, of which 
the author is here specially thinking. — Entirely baseless, 
finally, is the opinion of Homberg, that xocpxov is to be 
apprehended in the sense of “adorned, well-ordered.” For 
only xogpwos, Koopntixes, and Koountcs are used for the 
expression of this notion; never is koopuxcs put for it. See 

the Lexicons. 
Vv. 2-5. Unfolding of the collective idea To dyiov 

Koopixov, as regards its several essential component parts. 
That the author has before his mind the Jewish sanctuary in 
its original form, ze. the Mosaic tabernacle, is evident alike 
from the expression oxnv7), as from the use of the aorist «ate- 

oxevdcbn. That, however, he likewise thinks of this original 

1 ‘ ‘ aa . , , > , ~ , , r _ “A Thy cxnvay ovcws txaAsos, tTUmoy ExExoUTaY TOU xocmov TuvTIs. Karareracwuri 

yp plow dinpziro inn, Kul Te pty aUTAS ExuAsine dyin, TH Ot Kya Tuy ayiny. Kai yep mirw Oinpsito oin, Huh TH Mtv HUTS EXuALITO HyIk, TH OE HYE y ayiwy. 
‘ 2 g ae i : F a F Npelizs ENE SY tm 
iuimsire cae piv dye ony ty cH YH Toditiiay, ta Oi hye Tay wyiny Td THY oUpuvuY 
2 >) ‘ > VB . t ~ , > , 5 , 
ty IAITNHULG, Avro bE FO KATATETHTUM TOU OTEpPEMMaros EMA poy TAY Npesay. 
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disposition as still preserved in the temple of his day, is mani- 
fest partly from the present Xéyeras immediately following o>? 
partly from the proposition: tovtwy dé otTws KatecKevacpévav 

. elolaow, ver. 6. — oxnvy yap KatecKevacOn 7 TpeTy] for 
a tent was prepared (set up), namely, the first or anterior one 

(the fore-tent). oxnv7 stands first as the general notion, and 
only acquires its nearer definition by the 7 tpw#r7 afterwards 
brought in, without, however, our having, with Beza, Bloom- 

field, and others, to place a comma after xateoxevacOn. That 

oKNYn 7 TpeTH is not to be combined immediately in one, as 

expressing the signification: “the fore-part of the tent” (so 
Valckenaer, who compares in wltimis aedibus, and the like ; also 

Delitzsch), is shown—although such acceptation presents no 
erammatical difficulty—by the corresponding cxnvn 7 Neyouévy 
ayia ayiwv, ver. 3, whence it follows that the author is regard- 
ing the two divisions of the tent separated by the veil in front 
of the Most Holy Place as two tents. —mpwrn] not temporal, 
but local. — kateoxevdc6n| namely by Moses, at the behest of 
God (comp. vill. 5).— év 4 4 Te Avyvia] sc. éoriv (not Hy, 
Alford, Kurtz, against which Xéyeras and ver. 6 are decisive) : 
in which there is the candlestick (or lamp-stand). Comp. Ex. 
xxv. 31-39, xxxvii. 17-24; Bihr, Symbolik des Mos. Cultus, 

Bd. IL, Heidelb. 1837, p. 412 ff. In the temple of Herod, too, 
there was, according to Josephus, de Bello Jud. v. 5. 5, vii. 5. 5, 

only one lamp-stand in the Holy Place, while in the temple of 
Solomon there were ten of them present; comp. 1 Kings 
vii. 49 ; 2 Chron. iv. 7.— Kai 1) tpdrefa Kat 7) mpobeous Tov 
aptav] and the table and the setting forth of the bread (or 

loaves), 1c. wherein is found the table, and the sacred custom 
is observed of placing thereon the shew-bread. Comp. Winer, 
Gramm., T Aufl. p. 590. Wrongly do Vatablus, Zeger, Jac. 
Cappellus, Grotius, Bengel, Bloomfield, and others explain 7 

mpo0ecws THY aptwy as hypallage or antiptosis for of dptou THs 
mpolécews. Yet more unwarrantably do Valckenaer (and 

similarly Heinrichs) maintain that 2 tpamefa Kai 1) mpobeors 
Tov adptov is equivalent to 7 tpaweta tTav dptav Tis 
mpoécews. According to Tholuck, Delitzsch, Alford, Maier, 

Kluge, and Moll, wpo@ecus is, like the Hebrew 1279, to be 
taken concretely, strues panum. But wpofeous never has the 
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passive signification of strues. On the matter itself, comp. Ex. 
xxv. 23-30, xxvi. 35, xxxvu. 10-16; Lev. xxiv. 5—9; Bihzr, 

lc. p. 407 ff.— Ares] se. cxnvy ) mpetn. Not conjoined with 

the mere 7, because the fact alleged is something which is 
familiar to the readers. — &y.a] Holy Place (WIP). So (as 
neuter plur.), not, with Erasmus, Luther, Er. Schmid, Mill, 

Whitby, Heinrichs, and others, dyia (as fem. sing.), have 
we to accentuate the word. It stands opposed to the aya 
aylov, ver. 3, and denotes the Holy Place, or the outer portion 
of the tabernacle, in opposition to the Most Holy Place, or the 
more secluded, inner portion of the same. Likewise with the 
LXX. and with Philo, the plural ta aya in this sense is 
interchanged with the singular 76 a&yvov. — dyva, however, not 
7a ayia, is placed, because the author was less concerned about 
mentioning the definite name coined for the expression thereof, 
than about bringing out the signification which this name has. 

Ver. 3. Meza] after or behind. Of local succession (Thucyd. 
vii. 58, a/.), in the N. T. only here. — ro dcUTepov Katarétacpua | 

the second veil (N25B). For before the Holy Place, too, there 
was a veil (JD). On the former, comp. Ex. xxvi. 31 ff. — 
oKnvy| sc. KaterkevacOn. — ayia ayiwv| Most Holy Place. 
Periphrasis of the superlative (see Winer, Gramm., 7 Aut. 
p. 231), and translation of WIP, LAP. 

Ver. 4. Ovpwarypcrov] is either interpreted as altar of incense 
or as censer. The latter, and indeed as a golden censer, which 
was employed by the high priest on the great day of atone- 
ment, is thought of by Luther, Grotius, de Dieu, Calov, Reland, 

Limborch, Wolf, Bengel, Wetstein, Carpzov, Whitby, Schulz, 

Bohme, M‘Lean, Stuart, Kuinoel, Stein, Bloomfield, Bisping, 

Alford, M‘Caul, and others, after the precedent of the Peshito, 

Vulgate (turibulum), and Theophylact. The altar of incense, 
on the other hand (n0p7 Nand or ANT Har), of which mention 
is made as a constituent part in the Mosaic tabernacle, Ex. 
xxx. 1-10, xxxvii. 25-28, xl. 5, 26, as a constituent part in 

the temple of Solomon, 1 Kings vil. 48, 2 Chron. iv. 19, and 
as a constituent part in the Herodian temple (Josephus, de 
Bello Jud. v. 5. 5), is understood in the case of the Latin trans- 
lation in D E (altare), as well as by Oecumenius (ad ver. 7), 
Calvin, Justinian, Piscator, Estius, Cornelius a Lapide, 
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Schlichting, Jac. Cappellus, Owen, Gerhard, Brochmann, 
Mynster (Stud. wu. Krit. 1829, p. 342 ff), Bleek, de Wette, 
Stengel, Ebrard, Delitzsch, Riehm (Lehrbeqgr. des Hebréerbr. 

p. 489 f., Obs.), Maier, Kluge, Moll, Kurtz, Ewald, Cony- 

beare, Hofmann, Woerner, and others. Instances from the 

classical writers in favour of either reference, see in Bleek, 

II. 2, p. 480f. That a censer is intended may be urged from 
the language of the LXX., since with them for the indication 
of the altar of incense the expressions: 710 @ucvacTipLiov 
Ouptdpatos (Ex. xxx. 1, 27; Lev. iv. 7), ro Qucvacrypiov Tov 

Ouptapatov (1 Chron. vi. (vil.) 49, xxvii. 18; 2 Chron. 
xxvi. 16, 19), To Ovcvactynpiov TO ypucobv (Ex. xl. 5, 26, 
al.), to Qvovactypiov TO (dv) amevavte Kupiov (Lev. xvi. 
12, 18); and, where the altar intended is clear from the 

context, merely TO O@vctactypiov (Lev. xvi. 20, al.), are 
recularly employed, and only in unimportant Mss. of the same 
Oupscarnpsov presents itself in some few passages as a variation 
of reading. To this usage of the LXX., however, is to be 

opposed the equally important fact of the usage of Philo and 
Josephus, according to which, at their time, To @upsaTyp.ov 
was quite the ordinary appellation of the altar of incense. 
Comp. Philo, Quis rerum divin. haeres. p. 511 sq. (with 
Mangey, I. p. 504): tpidy dvtwy ev tots aylow oKevor, 
Avyvias, TpaTélns, Oupsatnpiov; De vita Mos. p. 668 (II. 
p- 149): “Apa 8€ rovt@ édnpuoupyeito Kat oxen lepd, KUBwTos, 

Auyvia, TpateCa, Ovpatijpiov, Bwpos. “O wév ody Bapos 
isputo év vralOpw x.T.r.; Josephus, de Bello Jud. v. 5. 5: Kat 
TO [eV TP@TOV mepos.. . ELYEV Ev ALTO Tpla Oavpacwrata Kal 
TepiBonta macw avOpwTroas Epya, AvxXViav, Tpdtefav, PupLa- 
tipiov; Antig. iii. 6. 8: petaEd Sé adtis (THs Avxvias) Kat 
Ts tpametns évdov... Oupuatnpiov, EvrAwov pév «.T.r, al. 

Of the altar of incense, accordingly, the expression must be 
understood in our passage. For the manner in which the 
xpucovv Ovutatnpiov is mentioned, as a parallel member to 
Tv KiBwtov tHS SvaOnKns, shows that the former must be an 
object of equally great importance as the latter. But, since 
that is so, something as non-essential as a golden censer 
cannot be meant, but only the altar of incense, which formed 
an essential constituent part of the tabernacle. Besides, there 
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is nowhere any mention in the O. T. (not Lev. xvi. 12 either) 
of a particular censer, which had been set apart for the service 
on the great day of atonement. About the existence of such 
acenser at the time of the Mosaic tabernacle, which the author 
after all has mainly before his mind, nothing is known with 
certainty. Only from the Mishna, tract. Joma, iv. 4, do we 

learn something about it. Moreover, according to tract. Joma, 
v. 1, vil. 4, this censer was first fetched out of the storehouse, 

earried by the high priest into the Most Holy Place, and upon 
the completion of the service again carried forth therefrom ; 
even as it would be @ priori improbable in the highest degree 
that such instrument should be kept within the Holy of Holies. 
For, according to Ley. xvi. 12, 13, the high priest was first to 

enter with incense into the Most Holy Place, in order that 
through the cloud thereof the glory of God, enthroned above 
the cover of the ark of the covenant, might become invisible to 
him, to the end that he died not. And yet €éyovoa compels 
us to think of an abiding place of the @vpraTnprov ; to explain 
éyouoa of the mere appertaining of the @upLaTypsoy to the Most 
Holy Place as an object of use for the latter, as is usually done 
by the one class of expositors (but also by some advocates of 
the opposite view, as Jac. Cappellus, Piscator, Owen, Mynster, 
Ebrard, Delitzsch, Conybeare, Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebrderbr. 

p- 490, Obs.; Maier, Moll, Hofmann, and Woerner, with an 

appeal to sabes, naraq, 1 Kings vi. 22), is—inasmuch as 
the author sharply separates from cen other in his description 
the two main divisions of the O. T. sanctuary, as well as the 
objects peculiar to each of these divisions, by means of pera 
dé, ver. 3, and thus €youea, ver. 4, unmistakably corresponds 

to the év 7, ver. 2—altogether arbitrary. If, then, we under- 

stand Oupcatnpvov of the altar of incense, as we are compelled 
to do, there arises the archaeological difficulty that this altar 
had its standing-place not in the Most Holy Place, as is here 
presupposed by the author, but, on the contrary, in the Holy 
Place (Ex. xxx. 1 ff.). This point of inconsistency with his- 
toric truth is to be admitted, and therefrom the conclusion to 

be drawn, that the author did not himself live in the vicinity 

1 Omnibus diebus reliquis suffitum facturus de altari accepit in turibulo 
argeuteo. .. hoc vero die in aureo. 
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of the Jewish sanctuary, but had drawn his knowledge with 
regard to the same only from the Scriptures of the O. T., 
whence the possibility of an error is explicable. In favour of 
this possibility, Bleek rightly urges the following considera- 
tions : first, that Ex. xxvi. 35 there are mentioned as standing 
within the Holy Place only the table and the candlestick, but 
not the altar of incense also. Then, that where the standing 
place of this altar is actually spoken of, the form of expression 
chosen certainly, by reason of its indefiniteness, admitted of 
misconstruction. So Ex. xxx. 6: cal Onoeus adto azévavte 
TOU KATATETATHATOS, TOU dvTOS ETL THS KIBWTOD TOV papTu- 
ploy; ibid. xl. 5: Kat Ojoes TO Ovotactipiov TO Ypvcoty eis 
To Oumiadv évaytiov ths KiBwrTovd; ver. 26: damévavte Tod 

Katatetacpatos; Lev. iv. 7, xvi. 12, 18: évavtiov or 
amévavtt kupiov. Finally, that in the Mosaic law the altar of 
incense was brought into peculiar significance in connection 
with the solemnity of the atonement, since on this day it was 
sprinkled and cleansed by the high priest with the same blood 
which the high priest had carried into the Most Holy Place 
(Ex, xxx. 10 ; Lev. xvi. 18 f.). — ypucodv] since the emphasis 
rests on it, is prefixed. The article, however, is wanting, 

because the sense is: a golden altar, namely, the altar of 

wmeense, in distinction from the brazen altar existing in the 
court, namely, the altar of burnt-offering. — cal thy KiBwrcv 
THs SuaOynKns| and the ark of the covenant ; comp. Ex. xxv. 10 ff, 

xxxvil. 1-9. — trepixexadrvppevnv travtobev ypvoiw] overlaid 
on every side (within and without; comp. Ex. xxv. 11) with 
gold (plating of fine gold). According to 1 Kings viii., the ark 
of the covenant was also brought into the temple of Solomon. 
On the destruction of this temple by the Chaldeans it was 
lost, and the second temple was without an ark. Comp. 

Josephus, de Bello Jud. v. 5.5: "Exevto 8é ovdév OrAws ev 
avuT@, aBatov dé Kal dypavtov Kal dbéatov Hv Tacw, ayiov bé 
aylov éxadelro, — év 7) oTapvos ypvoi exovea TO pdvva K.T.r.] 
wherein was a golden pot with the manna, and Aaron’s rod 

which had budded, and the tables of the covenant. év 4 does 

not refer back to cxnvy, ver. 3 (Ribera, Justinian, Pyle, Peirce, 

and others),—for to the év 7, ver. 4, the drrepdva Sé adtis, 
ver, 5, forms an opposition,—but it refers to «eBwros. On the 
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pot of manna, comp. Ex. xvi. 32-34; on Aaron’s rod, Num. 
xvi, 16-26 (1-11); on the tables of the covenant, Ex. 
xxv. 16; Deut. x. 1, 2. According to 1 Kings vii. 9, there 
was nothing more in the ark of the covenant, at the time of its 
removal into the temple, than the two tables of the law; and 

according to Ex. xvi. 33, Num, xvi 25 (10), the two first- 

mentioned objects were not to have their place within, but 
before the ark of the covenant. The same opinion, however, 

which the author here expresses as to the place of the preser- 
vation of the pot of manna and Aaron’s rod, is found likewise 
with later Rabbins, as with R. Levi Ben Gerson at 1 Kings 

viii, 9 and at Num. xvii. 10, and Abarbanel at 1 Kings 
vill. 9. See Wetstein on our passage. 

Ver. 5. The author turns from the objects to be found 
within the ark of the covenant to that which is above the 
same. — vmepadvw O€ avtis| sc. THs KiBwrod. — XepovBip] 

comp. Ex. xxv. 18 ff., xxxvii. 7 ff.; Winer, Bibl. Realwérterb. 

J. 2 Aufl. p. 262 ff; Bahr, Symbolik des Mos. Cultus, Bd. I. 
p. 311 ff. There existed two of them, of fine gold, one at 

each end of the cover or lid of the ark of the covenant, upon 
which, with faces turned towards each other, they looked 

down, and which they covered with their outspread wings. 
In the midst of the cherubim was the glory of God enthroned 
(1 Sam. iv. 4; 2 Sam. vi. 2; 2 Kings xix. 15; Isa. xxxvii. 

16), and from this place God would speak to Moses (Ex. 
xxv. 22; comp. Num. vii. 89).— Xepov8iw is here treated 
as a neuter, as likewise generally with the LXX., with whom 
the masculine ot XepovP. occurs but rarely (e.g. Ex. xxv. 20, 
xxxvii. 7). The neuter is not, however, to be explained by 
the supposition that mvevpata is to be supplied to it in 
thought (comp. Drusius on our passage), but from the fact 
that the cherubim were regarded as f@a. Comp. Josephus, 
Antiq. iii. 6. 5, where the Mosaic cherubim are described as 
faa meted, popdyv & ovdevt tav tT avOpoTrav éEwpamévov 
mapatAnowa. Comp. also Ezek. x. 15: kat ta XepovBip 
Hoav tovTo To Caov, 0 ioov «tr. Lbid. ver. 20.— The 
cherubim are called XepovBiu Sens. That may mean 
cherubim of glory or brightness, to whom glory or brightness 
is proper (so Camerarius, Estius, Schlichting, Jac.. Cappellus, 
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Stuart, Kuinoel, a/.), or the cherubim which pertain to the 
divine glory, the Tin’ 723, ie. who are the bearers of the 
divine glory (so the majority). Grammatically the former is 
easier (on account of the absence of the article before d0€ns). 
But the latter is to be preferred as yielding a more appropriate 
thought, and the omission of the article is to be justified from 
the usage of the LXX. Ex. xl. 34; 1 Sam. iv. 22; Ezek. 

ix. 3, x. 18, al.— Katackidfovta To idactypiov| which over- 
shadow the propitiatory (or merey-seat). KkatacKkedfery in 
the N. T. only here. Comp. cvoxiafeww, Ex. xxv. 20; cxcafeu, 

Ex. xxxvil. 9; 1 Chron. xxviii. 18. A more choice verb than 
mepixadurrrew, 1 Kings viii. 7. To tNaotHptov (N83), the 
cover of the ark of the covenant, which on the great day of 
atonement was sprinkled with the sacrificial blood for the 
expiation of the sins of the people. Comp. Lev. xvi. 14 f.— 
Tept wv] goes back not merely to the cherubim (Ebrard, 
p- 294), but also to all the objects before enumerated. — ov« 
Eat] it concerns us not, or: is not the place, or: is impossible. 
Comp. 1 Cor. xi. 20. Of the same meaning as the more 
definite ov« éeoTw. With Kurtz to supply tozos is inad- 
nissible.— «ata pépos] in detail, The author does not 
design to set forth the typical significance of every single 
object enumerated; the indication of the typical significance 
of the two main divisions of the Jewish sanctuary is that 
which he at present aims at, and to this task he now addresses 
himself in that which immediately follows, comp. ver. 8. 

Vy. 6, 7. After the collective expression 706 Gytov Koo- 
pexoy, ver. 1, has been analyzed into its single constituent 

parts, vv. 2-5, and a recapitulatory reference has been made 
to the total result of this given analysis by means of tovtwv 
ovUTwS KaTETKEVaT LEVY, — the opposition to péy, ver. 1, 
being formally introduced by 6é, and then receiving its more 
precise material defining by means of the statement, ver. 8, 
which is attached in a grammatical respect as a subsidiary 
clause,—the discourse advances to the development of the 

further general idea, which is placed in the forefront, ver. 1, 

but has hitherto remained unnoticed, the twofold expression 
duxat@pata NaTpeias. — From the present efoiaccy, as 
from mpoodépes, ver. 7 (comp. also ver. 8 f.), it follows that 
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the Mosaic cultus was still continuing at the time when the 
author wrote. The participle perfect, xaterxevacpévor, how- 

ever, denotes that which is extending out of the past into the 
present, and is still enduring in the present (see Winer, Gramin., 

7 Aufl. p. 254). The present hereby indicated can, of course, 
only be that in which the author himself is living and writing. 
The endeavour to explain it of a present into which the author 
only mentally places himself, is as little warranted gramma- 
tically as is the asserting, with Hofmann, that the present in 
which the discourse here moves is “not a past, nor actual, 
nor something still continuing, but that set forth in the word 
of God, where it is to be read how the sanctuary erected by 
Moses was constituted, and what priests and high priests do 
in the same;” or with Mangold (in Bleek’s Linleit. in das 
N. T. p. 617), to find the Scripture picture of the tabernacle 
drawn in our passage as a “ purely ideal magnitude, which by 
no means guarantees the actual continued existence of the 
temple worship.” For, in order to render possible supposi- 
tions of this kind, the conjoining of the presents with a parti- 
ciple aorist would have been indispensably necessary. J'rom 
the form of discourse chosen: tovtT@y ottws KaTecKkEevac- 
péverv (“in that these objects have been in such wise regu- 
lated”), in union with the present tenses efotaow and 
mpoodépet, it therefore follows of necessity that the author, 
although here entering only upon the presentation of the 
typical significance of the two main divisions of the Mosaic 
sanctuary, nevertheless thinks of these two main divisions, 

together with all that appertains to them,—which he has just 
now enumerated,—as still preserved in being, thus also as still 
present in the Jewish temple of his day; by which supposi- 
tion, it is true, he becomes involved in contradiction with the 

historic reality, inasmuch as alike the ark of the covenant as 
the vessel of manna and Aaron’s rod were wanting in the second 
temple. Vid. swpra ad ver. 4. With very little reflection 

does Riehm (Lehrbeqgr. des Hebréerbr. p. 491, Obs.) object to 
this conclusion, that “with just the same right one might 
infer from the present in xiii. 11 that the author supposed 
the Israelites of his time to be still dwelling in a camp.” 
The passage xiii. 11 has nothing whatever in common with 
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ours, since it is here a question of the combination of a par- 
ticiple perfect with verbs in the present. That, too, which 
Delitzsch sets against it, that the tovtwv ottws KatecKevac- 
peévoy, pointing back to catecxevdcOn, ver. 2, certainly shows 
that the author has the Mosaic period before his mind, utterly 
collapses, inasmuch as the participle perfect, and not the par- 
ticiple qaorist, has been employed. Phrases, however, like 
those met with in Delitzsch: that the author was writing for 
just such readers as would not have given him credit for an 
ignorance like this, are peremptory decisions, for which the 
result is already fixed before the investigation, and consequently 
intimidations of the grammatical conscience. — 7) rpetn oxnvi)| 
as ver. 2, the fore-tent or Holy Place. — dva wavtos] continually, 

ie. day by day. Opposite dma& tod évavtov, ver. 7.— 
ot tepeis] opposite povos 0 dpyuepevs, ver. 7.— Tas AaTpelas 
evitedooyTes] performing the religious actions. Daily, morning 
and evening, an offering of incense was presented, and daily 
were the lamps of the sacred candlestick placed in readiness 
and kindled. Comp. Ex. xxx. 7 ff. 

Ver. 7. ‘H devrépa] sc. cxnvi, the Most Holy Place. — azaé 
Tov eviavTod] once in the year, i.c. only on a single day of the 
year, namely, on the tenth of the seventh month (Tisri), on the 
great solemnity of atonement. The supposition that the high 
priest on this day more than once entered the Most Holy Place 
is not excluded by the expression, and the disputed question 
as to how many times this took place has no bearing on our 
passage. That the high priest was obliged to enter the Most 
Holy Place at least twice on this day, follows from Lev. xvi. 
12-16. That he entered into it as many as four times is 
the teaching of the Talmud (tract. Joma, v. 1, vii. 4) and 
tabbins. —— povos 6 apyvepevs] sc, elaevoe. — mpoadéper] is not 

to be explained, as by Calov and others, of the sacrifices owt- 
side of the Most Holy Place. For in this case we should have 
to expect the aorist. It is employed of the blood of the 
victim before slain, which blood the high priest carries into 
the Most Holy Place, and here in the Most Holy Place presents 
to God (the Socinians, Grotius, Bleek). — t7ép éavtod Kai Tav 
ToD Aaod ayvonudtwr] for himself and the transgressions of the 

people. To make éauvtod likewise depend upon dyvonudtav 

Mryer.—Hep. X 
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(for his own sins and those of the people: Vulgate, Luther (?), 
Calvin, Piscator, Schlichting, Jac. Cappellus, Grotius, Storr, 

Stuart, Paulus, and others), is, although the thought is not 

thereby altered (comp. vii. 27), grammatically false; because 
in that case the article t@v could not have been wanting 
before éavtod. — ayvonudtawr] see at v. 2, p. 198. 

Ver. 8. Now follows (apparently as a subordinate thought) 
the main consideration, with a view to which the author has 

been led more fully to describe the dyvov xoopuxov and the 
duxal@pata AaTtpelas of ver. 1.—TodTO SydodyTOS Tod TEv- 
patos ayiou] the Holy Ghost indicating this very thing (follow- 
ing). — TodTo] has the emphasis, and acquires its development 
of contents by means of pyww mepavep@oba ... otdow. — 
Tov mvevpatos aylov] The arrangement of the sanctuary and 
priesthood prescribed by God to Moses is thought of by our 
author as carried into effect by Moses under the assistance 
and guidance of the Holy Ghost; the idea expressed in that 
arrangement might therefore very easily be represented as an 
indication designed by the Holy Ghost. — pw repavepoobae 
THY TaV ayiov oOov, ETL THS TpATHS TKNVAS eyovans oTacL] 
that the way of the sanctuary is not yet manrfested, so long as 
the fove-tabernacle still exists. — tdv aytwy| is erroneously 
apprehended by the Peshito and Schulz (comp. also Zeger) as 
masculine. It is neuter. Does not, however, as ver. 2, denote 

the Holy Place, but, as vv. 12, 24, 25, x. 19, xiii, 11 (comp. 

also To dytov, Lev. xvi. 16, 17, 20, al.), the Most Holy Place, 
and that not the earthly one (Kurtz)——for that would be a 
trifling statement; whereas surely todro SyAovvTOs TOD TvEv- 
patos ayiov prepares the way for a deeper truth, vid. infra,— 
but the heavenly reality, the throne of the Godhead. — 7 Tév 
dylwv 060s signifies the way to the Most Holy Place. Comp. 
Matt. x. 5: eis Sov Ovaev; Jer. ii. 18: 7H 05d Aiyirrou, al.; 
Kiihner, IT. p. 176, Obs. 4; Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 176. — 
éyewv oraowv further means: to have existence, to exist. We 

have not, however, with Bohme, to import into it a secondary 

reference to firmness or legal validity, and 4 mpetn oKnVv is 

not the one first in point of time, ie. the earthly, Jewish 

sanctuary in opposition to the heavenly (Hunnius, Seb. Schmidt, 

Carpzov, Semler, Baumgarten, Bloomfield, a/.), still less the 
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tabernacle in opposition to the later temple (Peirce, Sykes), 
but the fore-tabernacle or Holy Place, in opposition to the in- 

terior tabernacle or Most Holy Place. The thought is: by the 
ordering that the Most Holy Place, the presence-chamber and 
place of manifestation of God, might not be entered, save on 
one single day of the year, and by the high priest alone, while 
the daily Levitical service of the priests is accomplished in 
the Holy Place, and thus approach to the former debarred and 
shut off by the latter, the Holy Ghost proclaims that so long 
as the Levitical priesthood, and consequently the Mosaic law 
in general, continues, the immediate access to God is not yet 

permitted ; that thus, in order to the bringing about and render- 
ing possible of a full and direct communion with God, the 
Old Testament covenant-religion must first fall, and the more 
perfect one brought in by Christ (ver. 11) must take its place. 
Comp. Matt. xxvii. 51, as also Josephus, Avtig. iii. 3.7: tTHv 
dé tpitnv poipayv [THs cKnvis] move teptéypawe TH Ged Suc 
TO Kal TOV oUpavoy aveTiBaTov eivat avOpwrTots. 

Vv. 9,10 are closely, indeed, connected grammatically with 

that which precedes, but, logically regarded, introduce the third 
and last main point of the disquisition on the high-priestly 
superiority of Christ over the Levitical high priests. For 
after (1) it had been shown that Christ, as regards His person, 
is exalted above the Levitical high priests (iv. 14—vii. 28), 
and then afterwards (2) it was proved that likewise the 
sanctuary in which He ministers surpasses in sublimity the 
Levitical sanctuary (vii. 1-ix. 8), it is now further stated (3) 
that the sacrifice also which He has offered is more excellent 
than the Levitical sacrifices (ix. 9—x. 18). 

Ver. 9. “Htis] is not synonymous with 7. It is employed 
argumentatively, in that it presents the following declaration 
as a fact, the truth of which is manifest. — We have not, 

however, to take #Tvs with mapaBorny as a designation of the 
subject (Calvin, a/.: which emblem was only for the present 

time ; Storr, a@/.: which émblem was to continue only to the 

present; Zeger, Semler, de Wette, a/.: which emblem has 

reference to the present time). For the verb to be supple- 
mented would not be the mere copula; it would have a 
peculiar signification, and thus could not be omitted. #res 
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alone is consequently the subject, and zapaS8on7 the predicate. 
Yet rvs is not to be referred back to oraow (Chr. Fr. Schmid), 

for the expression ovdcwy does not occupy a sufficiently inde- 
pendent position in the preceding context to justify this; still 
less—what is thought possible by Cramer—to tyv tov dyiov 
oddv, by which the idea would be rendered unmeaning. Nor 
have we to assume an attraction to mapaBon, in such wise 
that 771s should stand in the sense of 6,7¢ (so Bengel, who 

makes it poit back to vv. 6-8 ; Maier, who makes it refer to 
vv. 7,8; Michaelis, who makes it refer to ww repavepooCar 
k.T.r., and others), or, what amounts to the same thing, to 
supplement to the phrase #Tvs wapa8ory, comprehended 
together as a subject, wapaBor éotuv as a predicate: which 
emblem (described vv. 6-8) is an emblem for the present 
time (so Nickel in Reutcr’s Repertor. 1858, Mirz, p. 188 f.). 
For, in the course of vv. 9, 10, respect is had just to the 
closing words alone of ver. 8: re THs TpeTNS TKNVIAS exovons 
otaow. The exclusively right construction, therefore, is the 
referring back of rus to THs mpaeTns cKHVIs, ver. 8. — Tapa- 
Bory eis Tov Katpoy tov évertnKoTa] sc. €otiv. TapaBory 
in the Gospels very frequently a fictitious historic likeness. 
Here a likeness by means of a fact, an emblem. Not in- 
correctly, therefore, is it explained, on the part of Chrysostom, 
Oecumenius, and Theophylact, by tvaos. — eis] in reference to, 
as regards. Instead of efs tov Katpoyv Tov évertnKoTa, conse- 

quently, the mere Tod xatpod tod éveotnxoTos might have 
been written. — 0 Kxapos 0 éveotnKkes| the present time. The 
opposite thereto is formed by the xarpos dvopfdcews, ver. 10, 
by which the reader is referred to the Christian epoch of time, 
the alwy wédAdA@v (vi. 5; comp. also ii. 5). 06 Kkaspos 6 évec- 
7nkws is therefore synonymous with the aiov obtos elsewhere, 
and indicates the pre-Christian period of time still extending 
onward into the present." The term xazpds, however, is 
chosen, instead of the more general ypovos or aiwy, because 

1 Quite mistaken (as is already apparent even from the opposition to xaos 
diopbacems, Ver. 10) is the opmion of Delitzsch, with whom Alford concurs, that 

6 xcupds 6 tveornxws Genotes the present begun with the xasvm duabaxn, the 
present of the New Testament time, in which the parable has attained its close. 
See, on the contrary, Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebrderbr. p. 494, Obs., and specially 

Reiche, Commentar. Crit. p. 74sq. — That, for the rest, by 6 xaspos 6 tverrnnas 
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it is the thought of the author that this period of time has 
already reached its turning-point, at which it is to take its 
departure. — xa@’ %v] conformably to which, or in accordance 
with which, applies not to mapaBorn (Oecumenius, Bleek, 
Bisping, Delitzsch, Nickel, Jc, Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebrderbr. 

p. 495, Obs.; Alford, Woerner, a/.), but to THs mperns cKnviys, 

as the last preceding main notion ; stands thus parallel to rus. 

— pr) Suvapevat Kata cvveidnow TedeL@oal TOV NaTpEVvOYTA | 

is to be taken in close connection with dapa te Kai Ovoiae 
mpoopéportas (against Bohme, who unwarrantably presses the 
force of the plural ddpa te Kai Ovciat). — Kata cuveldnow] as 
regards the consciousness, or as to the conscience (Theophylact : 
Kata Tov éow avOpwror), ze. so that the reality of being led 
to perfection is inwardly experienced, and the conscience in 
connection therewith feels itself satisfied. — Tov NatpevorTa] 
him rendering the service (x. 2). Not specially the priest is 
meant (Estius, Gerhard; comp. also Drusius), but in general, 
the man doing homage to God by the offering of sacrifice, whether 

it be a priest who offers for himself, or another who presents 
this offering through the medium of the priest. [Matt. iv. 10; 
ef. 6 mpocepyopevos, Heb. x. 1.] 

Ver. 10. Movov ért Boop. kat mop. cal diah. Batic pois 
Sucatopata capKos K.7.r.] which, together with meats and drinks 
and divers washings, are only fleshly ordinances, imposed wntit 

the time of reformation. Apposition to da@pa te Kat Ovolat, 
pn Suvapevat x.7.r., ver. 9. — povoy] belongs to dixardpata 
capkos, but is placed in advance of this on account of the 
addition él Bpoyacw x.7.r.; and émwié expresses the accession 
to something already present (Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 3670), 
or the existence externally side by side. Comp. e.g. Hom. Od. 
vii. 120: dyxvn er dyyvn ynpdoKe, prov 8 él pro; 
Thueyd. ii, 101: trocydpuevos adeApnv éavtod SHcew Kat 
Xpnuata em avTH. — Otherwise is it explained by others, in 
that they take wovov é7é in close combination, give to émé 

only that present in which the author lived and wrote can be meant, needs not 
another word of explanation. When Kurtz and Hofmann deny this,—and the 
former will understand only an ‘‘ imagined present,” into which the author 
** only transposed himself ;” the latter, ‘‘ that present in which the Holy Ghost 
prophesied by means of that which was written in the law,”—this is done only 

in the interest of their wrong interpretations of ver. 6. 
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the signification “in reference to,” and place both words still 

in relation to ver. 9. They then regard povov éi «7.2. 
either as nearer definition to mpoodépoytar (so, substantially, 
Vatablus, Schlichting, and others), or as opposition to cara 
cuveidnow tere@oat (so Schulz, Ebrard, ai). But against 
the first supposition the material ground is decisive, that the 
presentation of sacrifices in reality had reference by no means 
exclusively to the expiation of offences against the ordinances 
reculative of food and lustrations; against the second, the 

linguistic ground that aN éml Bpopacw povov x.7.r. must 
have been written instead of povev ért Bpopwacw x.7.r. Yet 
others take povoyv émi x«.7.r. in close conjunction with Tov 
AaTpevovta, ver. 9. So perhaps already the Vulgate (per- 
fectum facere servientem solummodo in cibis), then Luther 
(“him that does religious service only in meats and drink,” 
etc.), Estius, Corn. a Lapide, Olearius, Semler, Ernesti, Ewald, 

Hofmann, and others. But the additional words would too 

ereatly drag, the thought resulting would be incommensurable 
with cata svuveidnow Tereroat, and the formula ANaTpevew 

é€mt tit in the sense indicated without example. — The 
Bpopata «cat wopata are interpreted by Peirce, Chr. Fr. 

Schmid, Storr, Heinrichs, Maier, and others of the sacrificial 

meals; by Bleek and de Wette, of the partaking of the paschal 
supper in particular. But the mention of these practices would 

be, here at any rate, something too special, and the words 
xiii. 9 can furnish no standard for the interpretation of our 
passage. More correctly, therefore, is it thought in general of 
the meats and drinks permitted, as of those forbidden, in the 
Mosaic law. Comp. Col. ii. 16; Rom. xiv. 17. With regard 
to drinks, there are in the Mosaic law prohibitions only for 
special cases; comp. Num. vi. 53; Lev. x. 9, x1. 34, Comp. 
however, also Matt. xxiii. 24; Rom. xiv. 21. — «at dsadopous 
Barricpois| Comp. Ex. xxix. 4; Lev. x1. 25, 28, 32, 40, 
xiv, 69) xv, ot xv 4s. O4ff, «° Numy willie soe eee 
— dukatopata capkos| ordinances of the flesh, i.e. ordinances 
that relate to the flesh, and thus bear the impress of the 
earthly and transitory. — péype Kaipod Suopbdcews érixeipeva | 
imposed (only) wntil the time of reformation. The kaspos 
dtopOemcews is the epoch of the promised New and more 
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excellent Covenant (viii. 8 ff.), which has begun with the 
appearing of Christ. — dvép@wors] only here in the N. T. — 
éruxetweva] Oecumenius: Bdpos yap jv movov Ta év TO vowo, 
Kabes hac. of arootovo. Comp. Acts xv. 10, 28. 

Vy. 11, 12. Antithesis to vv. 9,10. What the religion of 
the Mosaic covenant was unable to effect, that has been accom- 

plished by Christ. — maparyevopevos apxyvepeds TOY meddOvTwY 
aya0dv] having appeared as High Priest of the good things to 
come. The verb in the same sense as Matt. ui. 1, 1 Mace. 

iv. 46; synonymous with dvictacOa1, Heb. vii. 11, 15. 
Strangely misapprehending the meaning, Ebrard: waparevo- 
pevos is to be looked upon as an “adjectival attribute” to 
apyvepevs, and the thought is, “as a present High Priest,’— 

an acceptation which is incompatible with the participle of the 
aorist. — High Priest of the good things to come (comp. x. 1) 
is Christ called, inasmuch as these good things are the conse- 
quence and result of His high-priestly activity. They are the 
blessings of everlasting salvation, which the author, ver. 12, 
sums up in the expression atwvia AvTpwats ; and they are 
called future, inasmuch as they are proper to the aly péddov 
(vi. 5), or the otxcoupévy péddovea (ii. 5), and the full enjoy- 
ment of them will first come in at the consummation of the 
kingdom of God, to be looked for with the return of Christ. — 
Sua THs peiGoves Kal TedevoTépas oKnvys x.7.r.] through the 
greater and more perfect tabernacle, which is not made with 
hands—that is to say, not of this world. The words belong 
to elonrOev eis Ta aryva, ver. 12, and dca is used in the local 

sense: “through” (not instrumentally, as the dvd, ver. 12). 
To join the words to that which precedes, and find in them an 
indication of that by means of which Christ became apyvepeds 
TaV meNAovTwY ayabov (Primasius, Luther, Dorscheus, Schulz, 

Hofmann, Schrifibew. II. 1, pp. 409, 412 f£., 2 Aufl.—which 
latter will accordingly also take the évd, ver. 12, in both cases 
along with dpytepeds TOV pedrovtT@yv ayabeéy ; otherwise, how- 
ever, in the Comm. p. 337,—Moll, and others), is erroneous, 
because by virtue of o%8é, ver. 12, the existence of an already 
preceding link in the nearer definition of efa7\Oev els Ta ayra 
is presupposed. — But to interpret the o«yv2) through which 
Christ has entered into the Most Holy Place as the body of 
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Christ, or His human nature (so, on account of x. 20, Chrysos- 
tom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Primasius, Clarius, 

Calvin, Beza, Estius, Piscator, Jac. Cappellus, Grotius, Ham- 

mond, Owen, Bengel, Peirce, Sykes, Ernesti, Chr. Fr. Schmid, 

Friederich, Symbolik des Mos. Stiftshiitte, Leipz. 1841, p. 296 ff., 

and others; also Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 415, 2 Aufl, 
who, however, will have us think of the glorified human nature 

of Christ), or as the holy life of Christ (Ebrard), or as the 
(militant) church upon earth (Cajetan, Corn. a Lapide, Calov, 
Wittich, Braun, Wolf, Rambach, Michaelis, ad Peirc., Cramer, 

Baumgarten), or, finally, as the world in general (Justinian, 
Carpzov), is inconsistent with the point of comparison suggested 
by the comparatives pe/fovos and teAevoTépas in accordance 
with the foregoing disquisition, in general is opposed to the 

connection with vv. 1-10, and has against it the antithesis 
in which ta dya, ver. 12, stands to oxnvy, ver. 11, as also 

the addition od tavtns THs Kticews. The lower spaces of the 
heavens are intended—corresponding to the mpwtn oxnvy of 
the earthly sanctuary (vv. 2, 6, 8)—as the preliminary stage 
of the heavenly Holy of Holies. Comp. iv. 14: dseAnAvOora 
Tovs ovUpavovs. — pelfovos Kal TeNeLoTépas] sc. than the Mosaic 
oKnV1}. —- ov xELpoTrornTou] Comp. viii. 2: av émnkev o Kvptos, 
ovK avOpwrtros, Acts vil. 48, xvii. 24; Mark xiv. 58; 2 Cor. 

v. 1. — ov ravrtns tis Kticews] not belonging to the earthly 
created world (the earth) lying before one’s eyes (tavrns). 
Wrongly Erasmus, Luther, Clarius, Vatablus, Beza, Jac. 

Cappellus, Wolf, Bengel, Kuinoel, Friederich, lc. p. 296, and 

others: not of this kind of building, sc. the same as the earthly 
sanctuary ; or: as earthly things in general. 

Ver. 12. Ov5é] nor. Ovdée is written by the author, misled 
by the foregoing notes of negation: od yesporrountov and ov 
TaUvTNS THS KTicews, Whereas, properly, cai ov ought to have 
been written, since that which is introduced by ovée is parallel, 
not to the negative expressions further characterizing the 
oKxnvn, but to the preceding dva.— &’ aiwatos tpayev Kat 
poocxwv| by (by means of) blood of goats and calves, by which 
the entrance of the earthly high priests into the Most Holy 
Place was made possible on the great day of atonement. 

Comp. Ley. xvi. 14, 15. — dca 82 tod id/ov aipatos] the Levi- 
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tical high priest entered the Most Holy Place not merely by 
means of the blood of animals, he entered at the same time 

with this blood (ver. 7). The author, however, has respect, 
with reference to the Levitical high priest also, only to the 
former notion, since only this, and not at the same time the 
latter, was suitable for application to Christ (Schlichting). If 
he had desired that the notion of the peta should also be 

supplied in thought in our passage (Kurtz), he would have 
known how to express likewise this “somewhat gross material 
conception” (Bleek II.). — épazraE] once for all. Corresponds 
to the following alwviavy.— eis ta aya] into the inner saie- 
tuary of heaven. — aiwviav UTpwowy evpapevos| having obtained 
(by His sacrificial death) eternal redemption. Incorrectly do 
Ebrard, Delitzsch, Alford, Maier, and Moll take etpdpevos as 

something coinciding in point of time with eio7Oev. If it 
had been so intended, the participle present would have been 
placed instead of etpauevos. — etpicKxec@as signifies: to 
jind (for oneself), obtain. The NUTpwaors became Christ’s 
peculiar possession, thus-—since He Himself, as the Sinless 

One, needed it not—to make it over to those who believe in 

Him. — This Avtpwars is the ransoming, 7c. redemption from 
the guilt and punishment of sin, and it is called alwy/a, 
eternal, or of indefeasible validity, in opposition to the sacri- 
fices of the O. T. priests, which had to be renewed every year, 
since they were designed each for the [typical] expiation of 
the sins of a single year. — The feminine formation alwvia 
in the N. T. only here and 2 Thess. ‘ii. 16. 

Vy. 13, 14. Justification of alwvlay AVTpwow ecvpapxevos, 
ver. 12, by an argument a minore ad majus. With the quanti- 
tative augmentation, however, expressed by e . . . woo 
padrAov, there is at the same time blended a qualitative 
augmentation by means of mpos THY THs capKos KalapoTnTa 
and THYv cuveldnow Hy. «.7.r., in such wise that the two follow- 
ing thoughts are enfolded the one in the other :—(1) If even 
the blood of animals works cleansing ...how much more the 
blood of Christ? (2) If that effects the purity of the flesh, this 
effects purity of conscience. — Kal omod0s Sapdadrews| and 
ashes of an heifer. According to Num. xix., those who by 

contact with a dead body had become defiled, must be 
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sprinkled with a mixture of water and the ashes of a spotless 
red heifer wholly consumed by fire, of which the ashes were 
preserved in a clean place without the camp (with the so-called 
magn, Num. xix. 9, 13, 20, 21; LXX.: ddwp pavticpod), in 
order to become clean again. — pavtiGouca Tovs Kexotympévovs | 
sprinkling those who have been defiled. Free mode of expression . 
for: with which (ashes) those who have been defiled are 
sprinkled. — tods Kexotvwpévous] belongs, since pavtifouca 
most requires an express addition of the object, to this verb 
(Erasmus, Beza, Jac. Cappellus, Grotius, Bohme, Bleek, de 

Wette, Bisping, Maier, Moll, Kurtz, Ewald, Hofmann, Woerner, 

al.), not to ayidfeu (Vulgate, Luther, Calvin, Bengel, Schulz, a/.), 

which latter stands absolutely: works sanctification. — mpos 

THY THs capKos KafapoTnta] to the (producing of the) purity 
of the flesh. pos, as v.14. Indication of the result. 

Ver. 14. Incomparably more efficacious must the sacrifice 
of Christ be. For—(1) Christ offered Himself, 1.e. He gave up 
His own body to the death of a sacrifice, while the Levitical 
high priest derives his material of sacrifice from a domain 
foreign to himself personally ; then: He offered Himself from 
a free resolve of will, while the Levitical high priest is placed 
under the necessity of sacrificing, by the command of an 

external ordinance, and the sacrificial victim whose blood he 

offers is an irrational animal, which consequently knows 
nothing of the end to which it is applied. The Levitical act of 
sacrifice is then an external one wrought in accordance with 
ordinance, a sensuous one; Christ’s act of sacrifice, on the 

other hand, one arising out of the disposition of the heart, 

thus a moral one. From this it is already evident how it 

could be said (2) that Christ offered Himself 6ca rvevpatos 
aiwviov. The ethical belongs to the province of the spirit. 
Christ accordingly offered Himself by virtue of spirit, because 
His act of sacrifice was, in relation to God, an act of the 

highest spiritual obedience (Phil. ii. 8), im relation to the 
human brethren an act of the highest spiritual love (2 Cor. 
v. 14,15). Ava mvevpatos aiwviov, however, by virtue of 
eternal spirit did Christ offer Himself, inasmuch as the notion 

1A. L. van der Boon Mesch, Specimen Hermeneuticum in locum ad Hebr. ix. 

14, Lngd. Bat. 1819, 8vo. 
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of the eternal belongs inseparably and essentially to the notion 
of spirit, in opposition to oap&, which has the notion of the 
transitory as its essential presupposition. The adjective 
aiwviov is added in natural correspondence with aiwviay 
AvTpwcev, ver. 12. For only by virtue of eternal spirit could 
a redemption which is to be eternal, or of ever - enduring 
validity, be accomplished. — The majority have interpreted 
dua mvevpatos atwviov of the Holy Spirit; then thinking 
either, as Clarius, Estius, Whitby, and others, of the third 

person in the divine trias, or as Bleek, de Wette, and others, 

of the Spirit of God which dwelt in Christ in all its fulness, 
and was the principle which animated Him at every moment. 
But this application is too special. For, in accordance with 
the force of the words and the connection of the thoughts, 
there can stand as a tacit antithesis to the expression: dua 
mvevpatos atwviov, only the general formula: 68a capKes 
mpooKatpov, whereby the mode of accomplishing the Levitical 
acts of sacrifice would be characterized. Moreover, if the Holy 
Spirit had been intended, the choice of the adjective aiwyiou 
instead of adyéov must have appeared strange, because indis- 
tinct and liable to being misunderstood ; finally, the absence 
of the article also is best explained on the supposition that the 
formula is to be understood generically. Too special, likewise, 
is the explanation of the words adopted by Aretius, Beza, Jac. 
Cappellus, Gomarus, Calov, Wolf, Peirce, M‘Lean, Bisping, and 
many others, in part coinciding with the second form of the 
first main interpretation, according to which, by mvedpa 
atwviov, the divine nature of Christ, or “the principle of the 
eternal Sonship of God indwelling in Christ” (Kurtz), is 

designated. This view already finds its refutation in the fact 
that wvedpa has its opposite in cap£, and mvedua and cadpé 
are contrasted as spirit and body, not as divine and human. 
To be rejected farther is the procedure of Faustus Socinus, 
Schlichting, Grotius, Limborch, Carpzov, Riehm (Lehrbegr. des 
Hebrierbr. p. 525 ff.), Reuss,’ Kurtz, Woerner, and others, in 

1 «<Tauteur a voulu dire ici, par une tournure nouvelle, justement ce qu'il a 
déja dit deux fois en d’autres termes (vii. 16, 25). La nature de Christ lui 

assure une vie éternelle, non sujette 4 la mort et par cela méme seule capable de 
nous assurer un bienfait durable et éternel aussi.” 
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making the wvetya aiwviov, as regards the thing intended, 
equivalent to the dvvauus fwis axatadvrov, vii. 16, whereby 

the essentially ethical import of the expression in our passage 
is lost sight of; entirely false and arbitrary, however, is the 
interpretation of Ddédderlein, Storr, and Stuart, who refer 

Tvedua atwviov to Christ’s state of glorification after His 
exaltation ; of Nosselt (Opuse. ad interpret. sacr. scripturr, 
fascic. I. ed. 2, p. 334)——as also van der Boon Mesch, Je. 

p. 100,—who espouse the opinion: “ wvedua esse victimam, 

quam Christus se immolando Deo obtulit, eamque aiwviay 
dici propterea, quod istius victimae vis ad homines salvandos 
perpetua atque perennis futura sit;” of Michaelis, ad Peire., 
who finds the sense, that Christ presented Himself not accord- 
ing to the letter of the Mosaic law, but yet certainly according 
to its spirit; and of Planck (Commentatt. a Roscnm. ete., edd. 
I. 1, p. 189), who even maintains that the spirit of prophecy 
in the prophets of the Old Covenant is thought of. Strangely 

also Oecumenius, Theophylact, Clarius, and others (comp. 

already Chrysostom): dva@ mvevpatos aiwviov stands in opposi- 
tion to the five, by which the Levitical sacrifices were offered 
to God. Similarly Hofmann (Schriftbew. IL. 1, p. 420, 2 Aufl.), 
who is followed by JDelitzsch and Riehm (Lehrbegr. des 
Hebrierbr. p. 52°7, Obs.): “the spirit by which Christ offered 
Himself is called an ctevnal spirit, in opposition to the fleet- 
ing spirit of the animals which the O. T. high priest presented.” 
Of a “spirit” of the animals the author (cf. iv. 12) can hardly 
have thought, inasmuch as, though in the O. T. a veda is 
often ascribed to animals, this is understood only in the lower 
sense of the Wuy7. Needlessly, in the last place, does Reiske 
conjecture ayvevpartos instead of +vevuatos. — dia] denotes not 
the mere impulse or «mpelling motive (Vatablus, Ribera, Estius, 

al.), nor yet the condition or sphere (Stengel, Tholuck, al.), but 
the higher power, by virtue of which the offering was accom- 
plished and made effective. — éavtov tpoonveyxev] is under- 
stood by Bleek, with whom Kurtz concurs, after the precedent 
of Faustus Socinus, Schlichting, Grotius, Limborch, and others, 

in the sense that Christ offered to God, in the heavenly Holy of 
fTolies, His blood which was shed upon carth ; which, however, 

is violent on account of dca mvevpatos aiwviov, since these 
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words appertain to the whole relative clause, and are not to 
be referred, with Bleek, as a nearer definition merely to 
duopov. The undergoing upon earth of the death of the cross 
is that which is meant. — duwpor] as a spotless sacrifice, yield- 
ing full satisfaction to God. The Levitical victim must be 
amos (O%RA), physically free from blemish. Here duwpos is 
used of the higher, ethical spotlessness, and has reference to 
the sinlessness of character manifested by Christ during His 
earthly life. Erroneously Bleek: the expression has respect 
to “the condition of Christ after death and the resurrection, 

in which, raised above even the infirmities to which as very 
man He was subject upon earth, He could in particular no 
more fall a victim to death.” — 7@ @e@] is to be taken along 
with the whole relative clause, not merely with aduopov.— 
amo vexpov épyov] forth from dead (legal) works, so that we 
free ourselves from them as from something that is unfruitful 
and useless, rise above them. ‘The notion of the vexpa épya 
here the same as at vi. 1. 

Vy. 15-28. In order, however, that Christ might become the 

mediator of the New Covenant, it was matter of necessity that 

He should suffer death. This follows from the very notion of 
a da6jxKn, since the same is only ratified after the death of the 

diaPéuevos has been proved; as accordingly the first or O. T. 
dia0jK«n was not inaugurated without blood. For the inaugu- 
ration of the earthly sanctuary the blood of slain animals 
sufficed ; for the consecration of the heavenly sanctuary, on 
the other hand, there was need of a more excellent sacrifice. 

This Christ has presented once for all in the end of the 
world, by His sin-cancelling sacrificial death. 

Ver. 15. Kai Sia todto SvabyKns Kawhs peoitns éotiv] 
and just for this cause is He the Mediator of a New Covenant. 

By means of «ai, ver. 15 attaches itself closely to the pre- 
ceding context, and 6a rodto points back to the main 
thought contained in vv. 9-14; just for this reason, that the 
sacrifice of Christ accomplishes that which the Levitical 
sacrifices are unable to accomplish; namely, that, presented 

by virtue of eternal spirit, brings in an eternal redemption, 
these, on the other hand, as ordinances of the flesh, are able 

to effect only purity of the flesh. Not specially to To aiua, 
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ver. 14 (Sykes, Chr. Fr. Schmid, Maier), does 61a todto 
glance back. For in this case 6 adro, or rather dua tod 
aiwatos, would more naturally have been written. Nor is 
dua TovTo to be taken together with dws, as a mere prepara- 
tion thereto (so Schlichting, Schulz, Bohme, Bleek, Stengel, 
Ebrard, and many). For thereby ver. 15 would be torn from 

its connection with that which precedes.— Upon kxasvis 
there does not rest an emphasis, as is supposed by Bleek and 
Delitzsch. For otherwise the adjectives must have been 
prefixed to the substantive. On the contrary, what is to 
be specially emphasized is ScaOH«ns. For just the inner 

nexus of the N. T. dca, with the redemptive death of 

Christ as its mediating cause, is to be brought out ; whereas 

the adjective xaws could be presupposed as familiar from 

the disquisition vii. 8 ff, in that there the perfect covenant 
promised by God was sufficiently characterized as a new one. 
— draws] in order that. False the interpretation of Heinrichs: 
“unde sequitur.” The final clause ds «.7.X. is not designed 
to develop more nearly the dua todro; it depends upon 
diabykns Kawhs pecitns éotiv, and indicates the goal to 
which, in accordance with the decree of God, the dcabjKn 

xawvy should lead, and at the same time the way and means 
by which the attainment of this goal should be accomplished. 
— Oavatov yevopévov] a death having ensued. The death of 
Christ is that which is meant. The author, however, expresses 
himself generically, because he has already in mind that which 
is to be observed, vv. 16, 17.— His amonvtpwow trav ért 

Th mpotn Siabnkn tapaBdoewr] for redemption from the 
transgressions (or sins) committed under the first covenant (or 
at the time of the first covenant). Note of design to @avatou 
yevouévov, not to AaBwouw.— tiv érayyediav| the proivrise, 

ie. the promised blessing itself. With tv émayyediay we 
have to combine THs alwviov KAnpovopias, as a declara- 

tion wherein the promised blessing consists (genitive of 
apposition). By the separation of the two closely connected 
words, Tv émrayyeNav is brought out more emphatically, and 
the discourse gains in point of rhythm. Less suitably, 
although free from objection on linguistic grounds, did the 
Peshito, Faber Stapulensis, Braun, Chr. Fr. Schmid, Stein, 
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Stengel, Tholuck, Ebrard, Riehm (Lehrbegr, des Hebriierbr. 

p. 594), Moll, Ewald, and others take ts atwviov xdnpovo- 

pias with of xexXnuévor: those who are called to the eternal 
inheritance. — of KexAnuévos] Comp. KrAjoews ézroupaviou 
peétoxol, iii. 1. The expression is here used absolutely, and 
is not to be referred exclusively to the Christians. For, 
according to ver. 26 and xi. 39, 40, the power of the 
redemptive death of Christ extends retroactively likewise to 
the generations of the past. And just for this reason the 
participle perfect is written, and not the participle aorist. 
For not to the historic act of the temporal vocation, but to the 
being called, as a fact in the decree of God already completed 
and extending into the present, is attention to be drawn. 

Vy. 16, 17. Demonstration of the necessity of the @dvatov 
ryevécOae by means of a truth of universal application. That 
Christ might. be able to become the Mediator of a new 
dcaGyxn, His death was required. For, to the validity of a 

dvaOyxn, it is essential that the death of the dsaféuevos be 

first proved. Since immediately before (ver. 15) and 
immediately after (ver. 18 ff.) dsayxn was employed in the 
sense of “covenant,” elsewhere usual in our epistle, we 
might naturally, on account of the conjunction of vv. 16, 17, 
by means of yap, with ver. 15, and on account of 60ev, by 
which again ver. 18 is joined to vv. 15, 16, expect this 
signification of the word to be found also in vv. 16, 17. 
This has accordingly been insisted upon, here too, by 
Codureus (Crité, sacrr. t. VII. P. ii. p. 1067 sqq.), Seb. 
Schmidt, Peirce, Whitby [in com.], Macknight, Michaelis, 

Sykes, Cramer, Paulus, and others, lastly also by Ebrard. 

But it is altogether inadmissible. For if we take dva0jKn as 

covenant, 0 dva@éuevos could only designate him who makes 
or institutes the covenant; to take 0 6dvaOéuevos as the 
mediator of the covenant, as is generally done in connection 
with that view, and to understand this again of the sacrificial 
victims, by the offering of which the covenant was sealed, is 

pure caprice. The thought, however, that for the validity of 
a covenant-act the death of the author of the covenant must 
first ensue, would be a perfectly irrational one. Irrational 
the more, inasmuch as, vv. 16, 17, only an entirely general 
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truth is contained, passing for a norm in ordinary life. 
Ebrard finds expressed the thought: “ Where a sinful man. 
wishes to enter into a covenant with the holy God, the man 

must first die, must first atone for his guilt by death (or he 
must present a substitutionary mbiy),.” But all these definings 
have been arbitrarily imported. For vv. 16,17 nothing is 
said either about a “sinful man,” or about a volition on his 

part, or about the “holy God,” or about an “atoning for 

cuilt,” or about a “substitutionary nei.” From what has 
been said, it follows that dva@ncn, vv. 16, 17, can be taken 

only in the sense, likewise very frequently occurring with the 
Greek authors, of “testament” or “disposition by will” It 
is true there arises therefrom a logical inaccuracy,’ owing to 
the fact that dca@7«n is used in these two verses in another 

sense than before, and the formal demonstrative force of that 

which is advanced by the author—although the underlying 
thoughts are in themselves perfectly just—is thereby sacrificed. 
It is, however, to be observed that while for us, since we are 

obliged to employ a twofold expression for the reproducing of 
the diversity of sense, the transition from the one notion to 

the other appears abruptly made, this’ transition for the 
author, on the other hand, might be an imperceptible one, 
inasmuch as in the Greek one and the same word included 

within itself both significations. Thus, accordingly, it has 
happened that the ancient Greek interpreters explain dva@yx«n, 
vv. 16, 17, expressly in the sense of a testament or will, then 

at once pass over to the declaration contained in ver. 18, 

1 For the author does not reason, as de Wette supposes, from the mere 

“ qnalogy of a will or testament.” —The course, moreover, pursued by Hofmann 
(Schrifibew. II. 1, p. 426 ff.), in order to manifest the non-existence of a logical 

inaccuracy, in that, namely, in the whole section, ver. 15 ff., he will have 
dabyxn signify neither “covenant” nor ‘‘testament,” but throughout the 
whole only ‘‘disposal” (Verfiigung), is, as also Delitzsch and Riehm (Lehrbegr. 
des Hebraerbr. p. 598, Obs.) acknowledge, an utter breakdown. See likewise the 

observations of Nickel in Reuter’s Repertor, 1858, Marz, p. 194 f.—Nor will it 
do, with Kurtz, to set aside the logical inaccuracy, at which he takes so great 
offence that he thinks himself obliged to designate such inaccuracy, in case it 
were present, an ‘‘inexcusable confusion” (!), in taking not only at vv. 16, 17, 

but also in like manner at vv. 15, 18, the daéixn in the special sense of 
“establishing as heir.” For the connection with that which precedes (comp. 
vii. 22, viii. 6 ff., ix. 1, 4) leads at vv. 15, 18 exclusively to the idea of a 

covenant. 
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without so much as noticing the logical inaccuracy which 
presents itself. The sense consequently is: where a testament 
or deed of bequest exists, there it is necessary, in order to give it 
validity (comp. taxvet, ver. 17), that the death of the testator 
jivst be proved. The New Covenant, therefore, which Christ 
has established between God and man by His sacrificial death, 

the author here represents—in accordance with the figure of 
the «kAnpovopia, ver. 15—as a testamentary disposition on the 
part of Christ, which, however, as such could only acquire 

validity, and put the heirs in possession of the blessings 
bequeathed to them, by means. of the death of Christ. — 
Gavaroyv] emphatically preposed, while tod Scaepévou, upon 
which no emphasis falls, comes in at the end of the clause. — 
pépecOar] be declared or proved. Wrongly Grotius: the verb to 
be regarded as equivalent to exspectari (“est enim exspectatio 
onus quoddam”); Wittich: it denotes the being endured on 
the part of the relatives; Carpzov, Chr. Fr. Schmid, Schulz, 
Kuinoel, Klee, Stein, Stengel, Hofmann (Schriftbew. IT. 1, 

2 Aufl. p. 428), and others, that it denotes nothing more 
than enswe or yiver@at, ver. 15. 

Ver. 17. Confirmatory elucidation of ver. 16. The words 
of the verse are connected together as parts of a single 
statement. We have no right to break up the same, in 
such wise that d:a@jKn yap éml vexpois BeBata is made a 
parenthesis, and évet «.7.X. joined to. ver. 16 (Hofmann). — 
emt vexpois| in the case of dead persons, ic. only wpon condition 
that the author of the dca@j«n is dead, or has died. — BeBaia] 

firm or inviolable (comp. ii. 2), inasmuch, namely, as, after 
the death of the testator has supervened, the abrogation or 
alteration of the testament on his part is no longer possible. 
— pnrote] never. The making of pote equivalent to pre 
or nondun (Vulgate, Faber Stapulensis, Erasmus, Luther, 
Schlichting, Béhme) is linguistically inadmissible. Ocecu- 
menius, Theophylact, Lud. de Dieu, Heinsius, Bengel, Chr. 

Fr. Schmid, Lachmann, Hofmann (Schriftbew. II. 1, 2 Auf. 
p., 429), Delitzsch, and Ewald regard the word as an 

interrogative particle, which does not alter the sense, and 

might appear the preferable course, since, on the supposition 

of an asseitory statement, the objective ov’wote might have 
MryeEr.—Hes. ¥ 
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been expected in place of the subjective #7ore. Nevertheless, 

elsewhere too, with later authors, the placing of the subjective 

negation is not at all rare after éve/, when it introduces an 
objectively valid reason. See Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 447; 
Buttmann, Gramm. des neutest. Sprachgebr. p. 304. —- toxver] 

se. SvaOnKn, not 6 diabéuevos (Peirce). 
Vv. 18-22. The first dvaOyxn also was not inaugurated 

without blood, and without the shedding of blood there is no 
remission under the Mosaic law. 

Ver. 18. “OOev| wherefore, sc. because, according to vv. 
16,17, a 8ca0nKn becomes valid only through the intervention 

of death. To enclose vv. 16, 17 within a parenthesis, and 

refer back 6@ev to ver. 15 (Zachariae, Morus, Storr, Heinrichs, 

Conybeare, Bisping), is arbitrary. — ovdé] the augmenting: 
not even. —% mpwtn] the first, or Old Testament, se. dvadKn. 

Erroneously do Wetstein and Koppe (in Heinrichs) supplement 
oKnvn. — éykexaivioctat| was inaugurated, i.e. introduced in 

a valid manner. The verb occurs in the N. T. only here and 

xm ZO: 
Vv. 19, 20. Historic proof for the assertion, ver. 18, with 

a free reference to Ex. xxiv. 3-8.— xata Tov vopor] is taken 
by Schlichting, Calov, Jac. Cappellus, Seb. Schmidt, Bengel, 

Storr, Bohme, Bleek, Bisping, a/., along with waons évTodjs: 

“every precept according to the law, aie. as it was contained 
in the law.’ So already the Vulgate: lecto enim omni 
mandato legis. But against this construction the absence of 
the connecting article and the strangeness of the preposition 
kata, Rightly, therefore, have Oecumenius, Faber Stapu- 
lensis, Erasmus, Vatablus, Calvin, Beza, Grotius, Wittich, 

Braun, Schulz, Kuinoel, Klee, Bloomfield, Delitzsch, Alford, 

Maier, Moll, Hofmann, and others referred cata Tov vopov to 
AarnOeions. Only we must not explain, as is ordinarily 

done, “in accordance with the commandment received of 

God,” but the sense is: after, in accordance with the law 

received of God, every precept had been proclaimed by Moses 
to the whole people. The standard for the proclamation of 
the évrodai was the vopos, since it contained these évtodal. — 
mavtt TO AIO] Ex. xxiv. 3 stands only dunyjoato TO Aad. 
But wavté resulted from the amexpi@y S€ mas o aos there 
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immediately following. — kai Tav tpadywr] and of the goats. 
Of goats slain in sacrifice the underlying narrative of Exodus 
says nothing. Schlichting, Jac. Cappellus, Grotius, Bengel, 
Bohme, and others therefore suppose that the author had in 
view the burnt-offerings mentioned before the thank-offerings 
of oxen, Ex. xxiv. 5; inasmuch as, according to Lev. 1. 10 ff, 

tee 23) fii 8, Num. Vien 10;. 1 -vil.n2 Aazams and. he- 

goats, as well as other smaller animals, might be selected for 
burnt - offerings. Nevertheless, it is also possible that, as 
conjectured by Bleek, de Wette, and Bisping, there was 
present to the mind of the author that sacrifice of bullocks 
and goats already referred to, vv. 12, 13, which the high 

priest was to offer on the great day of atonement. — peta 
UdaTos Kal épiov KoxKivov Kal tacwrou] along with water and 
crimson wool and hyssop. With regard to this also, nothing 
is stated in the corresponding passage of Exodus. But all 
three things are elsewhere mentioned in connection with 
legally enjoined aspersions for purification. Comp. Num. 
xix. 6,17 f.; Lev. xiv. 2 ff, 49 ff. In accordance therewith, 

a mixture of fresh spring water in some cases with the ashes 
of the red heifer, in others with the blood of a slain bird, was 

prescribed in the case of aspersions which were appointed for 
the cleansing of one defiled by contact with a corpse or by 
leprosy. In like manner, according to the passages above 
referred to, hyssop (28, comp. on this plant, Winer, Bibi. 
ftealworterbd. Bd. II. 2 Aufl. p. 819 f) and erimson wool. 
With the latter the hyssop stem was probably bound round, 
and this served as a brush for sprinkling the blood. Comp. 
this use of hyssop in Ex. xii. 22.— adto te 7d BuPdiov Kai 
TavTa Tov Aaov épavticer] he sprinkled as well the book itself 
as also the whole people. to BiBrtov is the BiBriov THs 

duaOyxns, Ex. xxiv. 7. Of a sprinkling likewise of this book 

of the covenant, nothing, however, is told us in Exodus. It 

has therefore been proposed, by way of removing the difference, 
to make ro iPddov still dependent upon the preceding AaBar. 
So, after the precedent of the Coptic and Armenian versions, 
Grotius, Wittich, Surenhus, Cramer, Bengel, Michaelis, Storr, 

Morus, Ewald, and others. But the «ai following Su8r<ov 
renders this impossible. For the setting aside of this cai by 



340 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS. 

pronouncing it spurious (Colomesius, Valckenaer), or by the 
assumption of a pleonasm (so ordinarily), is an act of violence; 
while we are prevented from placing it, with Bengel and Ewald, 

in correspondence with the xa, ver. 21, as “et... et vero,” 

or “non modo... vero etiam,’—apart from the clumsiness 

of construction thus arising, and leaving out of considera- 
tion the inconvenient 6é,—by the twice occurring of the 
verb épavticev, vv. 19 and 21.—-mdvta tov adv] LXX. 
ver. 8: AaBav 8 Moicfs To aipa xatecxédace Tod daod. 
Schlichting: Omnem autem populum conspersisse dicitur, 
quia qui ex proxime astantibus conspersi fuerant, univers 
populi personam hac in parte gessere, ita ut totus populus 
eonspersus fuisse censeretur. — épavticev] sc. for consecration 
and purification. 

Ver. 20. Ex. xxiv. 8, LXX.: xal eizev’ idov To aipa THs 
SuaOnnns, As SvéBeTo Kvptos mpos vuas Tepl TavtT@ev Tov 
Aoyov TovTwr.— js éveTe(AaTo TMpos vuads o Beds] Beneel: 
“praecepit mihi, ut perferrem ad vos.” 

Ver. 21 adds to that mentioned vv. 19, 20, not a simul- 

taneous fact, but only something occurring later. For when 
the law was proclaimed by Moses, and the people promised 
to observe the same, the tabernacle had not yet an existence. 
Ex. xl, where we have the account of the erection and 

inauguration of the tabernacle, only an anointing of the taber- 

nacle and its vessels with oil is enjoined, not a sprinkling 
thereof with blood. Comp. ibid. ver. 9. Similarly in Leviticus, 
a sprinkling indeed with blood (viii. 15, 19, 24) is supposed in 
regard to the altar; in regard to the tabernacle and its furni- 
ture, on the other hand, only an anointing (vill. 10 ff). It is 

possible, however, that Jewish tradition preserved more precise 
details. At least mention is made by Josephus also (Antig. 
ii. 8. 6) of an aspersion of the tabernacle and its furniture, 
on the part of Moses, with blood. — Erroneously, for the rest 
(on account of the aorist), do Owen, Seb. Schmidt, Wittich, 

Cramer, and others find mentioned, ver. 21, in place of the 

one act of Moses, a sprinkling enjoined by the law of Moses, 
and occurring at different fixed periods, in connection with 
which the majority will have the sprinkling which is made on 

the great Day of Atonement, Lev. xvi. 14 ff, to be meant. — 
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Kat... 0¢) but also.” Luke ii) 35 John viii. 16, al; — re 
oKevn Tis NevToupyias| the vessels designed for sacred use. 

Ver. 22. Confirmation of the special historic facts adduced 

vy. 19-21, by the general rule, which throughout the whole 
domain of Mosaic law was recognised as, with hardly any 
exception, of binding obligation. — cyedov] almost, nearly 
(Acts xiii. 44, xix. 26), does not belong to év atuate (Bengel, 
Bohme). Still less is it to be joined to ca@apiferas, as is 
done by Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, and Primasius, 

who, in opposition to the cohesion with that which precedes 
and follows, will find the thought expressed that the purifica- 
tion accomplished in accordance with the law is only a partial, 

bodily one, and thus only imperfect, since it is not able to 
cancel sins. It belongs logically to wavta. The author, how- 
ever, does not write cal év aiwats cyedov Tavta Kabapiteran, 
but, on the contrary, prefixes ayedov to the whole clause, in 

order to imply that the limitation contained in this expression 
extends to both members of the clause. The sense is conse- 
quently : and one must almost say that all things are according 
to the law purified with blood, and that without the shedding 
of blood no remission takes place. So, rightly, Bleek, Winer, 

Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 514 f.; Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. 
p. 500; Alford, Maier, Hofmann, and Woerner. As concerns 

the thought, Grotius in his day aptly refers us to the saying 
of the Talmud (tract. Joma, fol. 5. 1; Menachoth, fol. 93. 2): 

Da NPN M52 PS, non est expiatio nisi per sanguinem. The 
conceding, moreover, of the existence of single exceptions, by 
virtue of oyedoy, finds its justification, as regards the first 
half of the clause, in Ex. xix. 10; Lev. xv. 5 ff, 27, xvi. 26, 28, 

xxl. 6; Num. xxxi, 22-24; as regards the second half, in 
Ley. v. 11-13. — wav7a] all wniversally (men as well as 
things), which as Levitically impure has need of cleansing. 
Wrongly Peirce and Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. p. 563): 
all the furniture and utensils of the sanctuary. 
vouov] in conformity with the law, i.e. so soon as the norm 

fixed by the Mosaic law is taken into account. The addition 

Kata Tov vopoy is likewise to be supplied in thought to the 
second member of the clause. — aiuateryvoia] a word not 
elsewhere met with in Greek literature. What is meant is 

KATA TOV 
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not specially the pouring out of the blood upon the altar (de 
Wette, Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 1, 2 Aufl. p. 435, al.), but in 

general, the blood-shedding by the slaying of sacrificial animals 
(Bleek, Delitzsch, Maier, Kurtz, Hofmann, Comm. p. 363). — 
aecis| remission, se. of the 1e guilt incurred. 

Vv. 28-28. If the earthly sanctuary needed to be cleansed 
and consecrated by such things as these, there was required of 
necessity for the dedication of the heavenly sanctuary a more 
excellent sacrifice. This Christ has presented in the end of 
the world by means of His sin-cancelling sacrificial death ; 
and at His return, which is now to be expected for the salva- 
tion of those that hope in Him, no repetition of His sacrifice 
will be required. 

Ver. 25. The first of the two statements dependent on 
avayKn ody (Ta wey... KaBapifer Oar) is deduced as a necessary 
consequence from vy. 18—22, while then the second statement 

(avta 6€ x.7.X.) is derived as a necessary postulate from the 
first, and in such manner a return is effected to the necessity 

for the death of Christ, already shown at vv. 16, 17, in order 

to set forth the same on a fresh side. The necessity of the 
first-mentioned fact of ver. 23 is evident from the norm 
instanced, which is of validity in the domain of the Mosaic 
law; the necessity of that last mentioned, from the difference 
between the Christian and the Judaic. The main thought, 
however, lies in the second half of the clause, to which the 

first forms logically only the bridge. — odv] sc. because blood 

is so necessary a means for expiation and consecration, — 

avayKn ovv]| it is then necdful. To avaykn obv we have to 
supplement é€o7iv, not, with Faber Stapulensis, Ebrard, Bloom- 
field, Delitzsch, Alford, Moll, Kurtz, and others, 7. For 

although the author has only one special fact in mind in 
connection with both members of the sentence, yet, as is 

shown by the plural @vciats, he cupresses himself universally ; 
because he is reasoning from the inner necessity, as this is 
presupposed by the state of the matter itself.— td peév vro- 
delypata Tav év Tols ovpavols TovToLs Kabapifec Oat, aita dé 
«.T.r.] that the copy, indeed, of that which is in heaven should 

be purified with these, but the heavenly place itself with better 

sacrifices than these, i.e. for the characteristically Judaic the 
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means of expiation and consecration are necessarily determined 
in accordance with the norm specified in the Mosaic law; but 
since Judaic and Christian are distinguished from each other 

as the mere copy of the heavenly place and the heavenly 
place itself, so of necessity must the means of expiation and 
consecration in the Christian domain be a more excellent one 
than in the Judaic. — By td év tots ovpavois and ta 
évoupavea we have to understand neither the heavenly 
possessions (Seb. Schmidt, Wolf, Rambach, and others), nor 
yet the Christian Church and its members (Zeger, Estius, Corn. 
a Lapide, Calov, Bohme, Stengel, a/.; comp. also Tholuck). 

Still less can these expressions denote: “that which, where 
God is essentially present, brings with it His relation to the 
Church, i.e. first, His dwelling with it,—namely, in that the 
glorified human nature of Christ is the dwelling for the whole 
fulness of the divine nature; secondly, the human nature, in 

its consecration to God, in which Christ presents and offers it 

up to the Father; and thirdly, the place where God’s wrath 

against human sin meets with expiatory satisfaction, by which 
it is averted,—thus Christ, who, as the propitiation for our 
sins, stands between the Church and its God” (Hofmann, 
Schriftbew. IL. 1, 2 Aufl. p. 436 ff. [comp. also Owen]). Rather 
is the heavenly sanctuary specially meant thereby, as is evident. 
rom ver. 24, For in ver. 24 the meaning of dyca is supposed 

to be already known from ver. 23 ; inasmuch, namely, as ayva. 
is there almost accentless, while all the emphasis is laid upon 
the adjectives yecpomotnra, etc. In accordance with this, 

too, is determined the meaning of tad brodelypata tay ev 
Tos ovpavots as the carthly sanctuary, inasmuch as it was 
the imperfect imitation or copy of the former, as accordingly 
already, at vill. 5, the Levitical sanctuary had been characterized 
as Umdderypa Kal oxida TOV érroupavioy. The plural ta v7ro- 
detymara is placed, just because the author has already before 

his mind, in ver. 25, the plural ra dya, ver. 24. Thus, then, 

the first clause of ver. 23 has respect to the special fact already 
brought forward at ver. 21, whereas the second clause receives 
its elucidation by means of the special fact of which mention 
is made at ver. 24. — tovtois] by such things as these, te. 
by blood of slain animals, and similar means of purifying, 
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which belong to the earthly sanctuary ; to which general 
rubric, also, the ashes of the red heifer mentioned at ver. 13, 

but not here coming under consideration, belong.. With 
marvellous inversion of the sense, Paulus: “to be declared 

pure jor these, a.e. the Israelites.” — xaOapiGec@at] is passive. 
Arbitrarily is it taken as a middle by Heinrichs, who will 

have 7uas supplemented as object. Against this the tenor of 
the foregoing verse is in itself decisive. The notion of being 
purified is not, it is true, applicable to the second clause, adta 
d€ Ta emovpavia «.7.d. For the heavenly sanctuary is removed 
from contact with the sinful world; it has no need, therefore, 

of an expiation or purification.’ We are warranted, however, 
in supplying in thought, without any hesitation, from xa@api- 
feo @at, a kindred verb to the second member of the sentence, 

by the assuming of a zeugma. But since now, in accordance 
with that which precedes, the ca@aifeo@at is an idea which 
entirely subordinates itself to the idea of the éyxawifeu, 

ver. 18, the former having only the design of the latter, we 
shall best extract from the notion of beiny purified, in the first 
clause, the notion of being consecrated to the service of God, 

1 Otherwise, indeed, do Delitzsch, Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. p. 542 ff.), 

Alford, Moll, and Kurtz decide. According to Delitzsch, the meaning of the 

author is: ‘‘ The supra-terrestrial Holy of Holies, i.e. the uncreated eternal 
heaven of God, although unsullied light in itself, had need of a xabapiferbas, in 

so far as the light of love towards mankind had there been, so to speak, out- 
glowed and eclipsed by the fire of wrath at that which was sinful; and the 
heavenly tabernacie, i.e. the place of His glorious self-manifestation in love, a 

self-manifestation for men and angels, had need of a zaéapiZeréas, in so far as 

men had rendered this spot, from the beginning desigued for them, too, 
inaccessible on account of sin, and thus had first to be transformed into the 

accessible place of manifestation of a God graciously disposed towards men. As 
well with regard to +z dy as with regard to <7» cxaviy, thus to rx troupdna 
altogether, there was need of a taking away of the action of human sin upon it, 
and a taking away of the divine reaction against sin, the wrath, or, what is 
the same. thing, a changing. of the same into love.” [Similarly also Whithy, 
M‘Lean, and Stuart.]— Not less far-fetched and forced upon the context is 
that which Bleek, following the precedent of Akersloot, regards as probable. 
According to this view, to which Woerner assents, an objective xa#apifecdas of 
the heavenly sanctuary, after the analogy of the passages Luke x. 18, John 
xii. 31, Acts xii. 7-9, was thought of, ‘‘in accordance with which Satan with 
his angels is, after the death and exaltation of the Saviour, cast forth out of 
heaven, and thus deprived of all influence which he might exert there as accuser 
of men in the presence of God, or for the destruction of the blessedness of the 
inhabitants of heaven.” 
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for the second clause, understanding this consecration of the 
heavenly sanctuary of the opening up of the access to the 
same, effected through the blood of Christ (comp. x. 19, 20). 
—xpelttocw Ovaias| The plural is chosen, although the 
author is thinking exclusively of the death of Christ, en 
account of the universal form of discourse, ver. 23, as a plural 
of the category (de Wette). False the interpretation of Grotius 
and Stengel: in addition to the sacrificial death of Christ, the 
sufferings of believers, together with their prayers and works of 
love (xiii. 15, 16), are thought of; and in like manner Paulus: 
the sacrifices of Jesus and all Christians for the good which per- 

tains to duty; but false, also, the explanation of Beza: the 

fact is hinted at that the one sacrifice of Christ is instead of 
many. — On mapa with the comparative, see at 1. 4. 

Ver. 24. Confirmatory justification of atta ta émoupama, 
ver. 23, by the proof that in reality the heavenly sanctuary is 

that consecrated by the sacrifice of Christ. Wrongly is it 

assumed by Delitzsch, that at ver. 24 the indispensable require- 
ment of better sacrifices for the heavenly world is proved 
from the actual nature of the one rendered and presented to God. 

For the argument passes over to the character of Christ’s 

sacrifice, as offered once for all, only at ver. 25.— ov yap eis 
xepoToinra ayia eioprOev Xprotos] for Christ entered not into 
a holy place (i.e. most holy place, see at ver. 8) made with 
hands (ver. 11). — xetporroinra] as the main idea emphatically 
preposed. — avtitura THv adynOwor] a copy of the true (vill. 2), 
veal one. avtituma denotes neither the copy of a copy, as is 
supposed by Bleek, after the precedent of Michaelis, ad Pezrc., 
Cramer, Chr. Fr. Schmid, upon the presupposition that the 
author already thought of the tvs, viii. 5, as a mere copy of 

the original; nor is it to be taken as equivalent to the 
simple tv7ros, as is done by Chrysostom, Theophylact, Jac. 
Cappellus, Schlichting, Grotius, Wolf, Carpzov, and others. 

What is meant is the corresponding image, i.e. the copy or 
imitation, formed after the proportions of the tvzros or pattern, 

which God had shown to Moses (comp. vill. 5). The expres- 
sion, therefore, is of essentially the same import as t7roderypa, 

Vili. 5, ix. 23.—ddN els adtov tov obpavor] but into heaven 
atself, into the heavenly Holy of Holies. where the throne of 
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God itself exists,in opposition to the earthly Most Holy Place, 
not to the heavenly fore-tabernacle, ver. 11. — viv éupavicOjvat 
TO TpoTwT@ TOD Yeod UTrEp rjpav] now to appear before the face 
of God on our behalf (as our advocate, and intent upon our 
salvation, comp. vil. 25).— vov] now, after He has obtained 
His abiding dwelling-place in heaven.— Before the face of 
God. In this respect, too, a pointing to the exaltedness of 
Christ, the heavenly high priest. For, according to Ex. 

xxxli. 20, no man could continue to live who had seen the 

face of God; on which account also the earthly high priest 
might not even enter the earthly Holy of Holies until this had 
first been filled with the smoke of the altar of incense, and in 

this way the typical presence of God there existing had been 

veiled from his glance. Comp. Lev. xvi. 12, 13. 
Vv. 25-28. Renewed (comp. vii. 27, 28, ix. 12) emphasiz- 

ing of the manifestation once for all (and thus the full suffi- 

ciency) of the sacrifice of Christ. 
Ver, 25. Ovcdé] nor yet, se. elonrOev cis Tov ovpavov. — 

mpoodepey éavtov] denotes not the presentation of Himself 
with His blood before God in the heavenly Holy of Holies 
(Bohme, Bleek, Delitzsch, Alford, Kurtz, and others; comp. 

also Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebriierbr. p. 474), but the offering 
of Himself as a sacrifice upon earth. The sense is: Christ 
entered into the heavenly Holy of Holies, not that He might 
presently leave it again, in order afresh to offer Himself as a 
sacrifice upon earth.—o dpytepeds| the Levitical high priest. 
— Ta aya] the earthly Holy of Holies. — év aiwate addotpio] 
with blood not his own. — adXoTpio] opposition to éavtor. 

Ver. 26. Proof of the necessity that Christ’s sacrifice should 
take place only once for all, from the non-reasonableness of 
the opposite. or if the sacrifice of Christ sufficed not once 
for all for the cancelling of sin, He must oftentimes in suc- 

cession—because no generation of mankind, so long as the 
world has endured, has been free from sin—have undergone 
death since the beginning of the world. But now, seeing this 
is contrary to reason, the matter stands in reality quite other- 
wise. From this reasoning it is evident that the author 
supposed an expiation of the sins of all the earlier generations 
of mankind too, by virtue of the sacrificial death of Christ. 
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An erroneous statement of the connection of thought is given 
by Hofmann (Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 441), Delitzsch, and Alford. 
See, on the other hand, Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebrderbr. p. 552, 

Obs. — érret] since otherwise, alioquin. Comp. 1 Cor. v. 10, 
vil. 14, al. — Gee adrov TwodraKis Tabety] it were needful that 
He should often suffer. —On &de¢ without dv, see Winer, 
Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 266.— wa@ety specially of the suffering 
of death, as xiii, 12.—dmd KataBorjjs Kocpov] from the 
foundation or creation of the world onwards (comp. iv. 3), 1.¢. 

here: so long as there are men in the world. —vvuvi dé] as 
viii. 6, in the logical sense: but now. Opposition to ézel «.7.X. 
— éml cuvterelia THY aiover] in the end of the ages, periods of 
time. Antithesis to amo xcataBoAhs Koopov, and equivalent 
in signification to ém’ écoyatov TOV nuEepa@v ToUTwY, 1.1. Comp. 
also év TH cuvtTedeia Tod ai@vos, Matt. xiii. 40, 49.— els 
abétnow dpmaptias dua THs Ovolas aizod] for the cancelling of 
sin by His sacrifice. These words belong together. The 
conjoining of a Tis Ovclas avrod with wepavépwra, which 
has been preferred by Jac. Cappellus, Grotius, Carpzov, 
Heinrichs, Schulz, Bohme, Tholuck, and others, is, in connec- 

tion with the right determination of the sense of the verb 
(vid. infra), harsh and unnatural, and not at all justified by 

the alleged analogon: o éA@wv bv bdaTos Kat aiparos, 1 John 
v. 6. Tholuck’s objection, however, that ama&... aidver 
is antithetically opposed to the car’ émavtov, ver. 25, and 
mehavépwtar Sia THs Ovoias to the eloépyeras ev aipate 
adXotpio, does not apply, inasmuch as the second clause of 
ver. 26 forms the antithesis to the first clause of that verse, 

but not to ver. 25; on which account also évei... Koopov 

is not, with Beza, Mill, Griesbach, Carpzov, Schulz, Bloomfield, 

and others, to be enclosed within a parenthesis. — No emphasis 
for the rest falls upon the personal pronoun employed with 
@vaolas, in such wise that the sense would be: by the sacrifice 
of Himself (so Erasmus, Calvin, Beza, in their translations, 
Piscator, Jac. Cappellus, Owen, Limborch, Schulz, Heinrichs, 

Bohme, Stuart, Stengel, Tholuck, Ebrard, Conybeare, and 

others). It means simply: by His sacrifice (Bleek, de Wette), 
so that not avrov, but avrod is to be written. The contrast 

between His own blood and the blood of other victims was 
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already sufficiently brought out afresh at ver. 25. — refavépw- 
tai] He has been manifested, a.c. He has appeared or come forth 
before the sight of men upon earth. Comp. 1 Pet. i. 20; 
iPJoimn ai. 5, 8; also Col. i431 John 28riieen a. 

{1 Tim. iii. 16]. To explain the expression of the appearing 
before God, and to make it of like import with éufavicOfvar 

T® Tpocat@ Tov Geod, ver. 24 (Jac. Cappellus, Heinrichs, 
Schulz, a/.), is forbidden alike by the absence of the, in that 
case indispensable, addition 7@ Oe@, as by the é« devrépov 
opOyjcerat, ver. 28, corresponding as it does to the meda- 
vépwrat. 

Vv. 27, 28. Further («a/) enforcement of the aza€, ver. 26, 
by means of an analogy. As death is appointed to men once 
for all, they, after having once suffered death, do not need to 
die again, but after death nothing more follows for them but 

the judgment ; so also Christ has once for all offered up Himself 
for the cancelling of sin; at His return He will not again 
have to offer Himself for the cancelling of sin, but He will 

return once again, only to put the believers in possession of 
the everlasting salvation. — xa@” dcov] inasmuch as [ef. vii. 20], 
is not entirely synonymous with «as, which one might have 
expected on account of the following ottws, and which Grotius 
and Braun conjecture to have been the original reading; for, 
whereas ca@ws would express the bare notion of comparison, this 
contains at the same time an indication of cause. The indica- 

tion of cause, however, has reference merely to ara&é azrodaveir, 

to which then the ava& mpocevex@eis, ver. 28, corresponds ; 

but not likewise, as Kurtz maintains,’ to the addition pera 6é 
TovUTO Kpiots, since to this an element of dissimilarity 1s opposed 
at ver. 28. The sense is: inasmuch as men, regarded generally, 
have only once to undergo death, so also Christ, since He was 
herein entirely like unto His brethren, could not die more than 
once. — amoKertat] is appointed (in the decree of God). Comp. 
Col.i. 5; 2 Tim. iv. 8. The verb originally of that which 

1 According to Kurtz, the resurrection and ascension of Christ is then to be 
thought of as the result of the xpiois on Christ’s part. But where is ever in the 
N. T. the resurrection and ascension of Christ presented from the point of view 
of a judgment exercised on Him? And how could it be expected of the reader, 
without further indication, that he should derive so strange a conception from 

the words of vv. 28, 29? 
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has been laid aside, and so lies ready for future use. — éak 
atroNaveiv] to die a single time, or once for all. Comp. 
Sophocles in Stobaeus, ii. 120: Oavety yap ov« éEerte Tots 
avtotot dis. — Calvin: Si quis objiciat, bis quosdam esse 
mortuos, ut Lazarum et similes (comp. Heb. xi. 30), expedita 
est solutio, apostolum hic de ordinaria hominum conditione 
disputare: quin etiam ab hoc ordine eximuntur, quos subita 
commutatio corruptione exuet (comp. Heb. xi. 5).—-pera 6€ 
TodTO Kpicts] sc. atroKertaL, not éotiv or éotat. Whether, for 
the rest, the «pious is thought of by the author as ensuing 
immediately after the death of each individual (Jac. Cappellus, 
Kurtz, a/.), or as a later act coinciding only with the general 
resurrection of the dead (Bengel, Bleek, Tholuck, Bisping, 
Delitzsch, Maier, al.), the elastic wera Todt affords us no inti- 
mation. — «pics| judgment, is to be taken quite generally. 
Wrongly is it understood by Schulz (and so also Bohme) spe- 
cially of the judgment unto punishment or unto condemnation, 
in that he supposes—erroneously, because at variance with the 
absolute tois dvOpHmows—two different classes of men (those 
to be punished and those to be blessed) to be opposed to each 
other in vv. 27, 28. [Yet comp. John v. 24.] 

Ver. 28. “Ama& mpoceveybels] once offered (by the suffering 
of death). Chrysostom: to tivos tpoceveyOets ; th’ Eavtod 
Snrovott. Wrongly (comp. éavrov, vv. 25, 14) Delitzsch: 
in connection with the passive mpoceveyOeis we have “to think 
of the violence proceeding from the human and demoniac 
power, which Christ endured, in order to become the tpocdopa 
for the propitiation of mankind ;” Kurtz and Hofmann: tro 
tov Geov is to be supplemented, which, accordingly, is inter- 
preted by Kurtz into the signification of the “sending of the 
Son into the world, in behoof of the vicarious atoning for sin 
by means of His sacrificial death ;” by Hofmann: into a “being 

brought to that place where He was to be at the disposal of 
Him who had ordained Him to be an expiatory sacrifice for 
sins.’ The words d&ra& mpoceveyGels correspond to the ava& 
avo0aveiv, ver. 27, and mpoceveyde’s forms a paronomasia 
with the following dveveyxety: borne as a sacrifice, that He 
might bear away, dargebracht, wm fortzubringen [oblatus ut 

auterret]. For aveveyxetyv denotes not the bearing up (and 
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fastening) to the cross (Jac. Cappellus, Calov, Wolf, Bengel, 
and others, after 1 Pet. ii. 24, where, however, éwt to &vXov 

is employed with it), or the substitutionary bearing (Augustine, 
de pece. mer. 1. 28; Estius, Seb. Schmidt, Bohme, de Wette, 
Bloomfield, Bisping, Delitzsch, Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebriierbr. 
p. 544f.; Alford, Maier, Conybeare, Moll, Kurtz, Ewald, 

M‘Caul, Hofmann, and others, in accordance with the. significa- 

tion of the verb, Isa. liii, 12, LXX.: adros awaptias moddOv 

avyveyke, an utterance which certainly may have been before 
the mind of the author at the time of his writing this passage), 
or the offering up of the sins, as it were, as a sacrifice (Peshito, 
Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Michaelis); but the 
expiation of sins, conceived under the form of the result imme- 
diately of necessity attaching itself thereto, 2.2. the putting 
away of sins, in such wise that it takes up again the idea 
expressed by eis a@étnow dpaptias, ver. 26, and becomes 

identical with dad¢acpety dapaptias, x. 4. From a linguistic 
point of view this interpretation encounters no difficulty 

(against Delitzsch and others), since the ava in aveveyxety was 
employed not otherwise than, ey., very frequently the avd in 
avatpeiv. How easily the notion of bearing in gépew could 

pass over into that of bearing away or doing away with, is 
shown in the kindred verb Baorafew, which is unquestionably 

used, Matt. viii. 17, John xx. 15, in the sense of auferre. 

Comp. also Galen, de conupos. medicam. 2: yrepas te Oepatrever 
Kal uT@Tia Bactatler. — ToAX@Y] here too, as 11. 10 and often 

(see p. 122), lays stress only on the notion of multitude or 

plurality, without regard to the question whether this plurality 
constitutes the totality of mankind or not. —é« devrépov 
ohOjcetat| shall appear the second time before the eyes of men, 
namely, at His Parousia. According to Bleek, there arises a 

difficulty from the words, if we explain mpoceveyOeis of the 
death suffered upon earth, and not, with him, of an action 

accomplished in heaven, only after the resurrection, inasmuch 
as in the former case Christ already appeared in a visible form 
the second time after His resurrection. But such difficulty 

does not at all present itself in connection with that applica- 
tion of wpoceveyOels either. For é« devtépov ofOjoerar can 
only be understood of a second appearing in a visible form 
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upon earth; when, however, Christ after His resurrection 
appeared again to His disciples, He had not yet left the earth ; 
those manifestations of the risen Christ before His ascension 
belonged consequently to His first visible coming forth upon 

earth. — ywpis duwaptias] forms the opposition to es 70 
To\A@Y aveveyKxely apaptias, is therefore to be interpreted 

after the analogy of these words. (Erroneously Bleek, accord- 

ing to whom ywpis dmaptias forms the opposition to eis 
adérnow apaptias Ova THs Ovolas avtod wepavépwrat, ver. 26.) 

Christ has once offered Himself up for the expiation of the 
sins of men; when He returns to earth the second time, He 

will nos once more have to do with the expiation of human 
sin, but He will, apart from sin, or free from all relation to sin, 

appear to bring the cwrnpta to the believers. Free from the 
guilt and punishment of sin, Christ has already rendered His 
believers by means of His sacrificial death at His first appear- 
ing upon earth. Positively, He will bless them with salvation 
at His return. To combine ywpis dpaprias with Tots 
amexdexomévors by means of an hyperbaton (so Faber 

Stapulensis and Grotius) is grammatically impossible. The 
sense, however, cannot be either, as the Irvingites will, that 

Christ Himself will be free from sin at His second appearing, 
in opposition to the lust which they suppose to have attached 
to Him during His first appearing; for that Christ during this 
period too, notwithstanding all the temptation to which He 
was subject, was free from sin, the author certainly distinctly 
asserts at iv. 15. Incorrectly also does Bleek—atter the 
example of Theodore of Mopsuestia (to yap ywpis dpaptias 
TOUTO A€yel, OTL 7) KpaTovoNs ETL THS ApapTias ovTH 
Kat avtos é&w mavtos avOpwrivov mabous opOjceTtat TéTE) 
and of Theodoret (odxéte THs duaptias KpaTtovons, artt 
Tod Yw@pav od«KéTe eyovons KaTa TOV avOpwoTreY TIS duapTias) 
—take ywpis duaptias as equivalent in signification to pu) 
ovons amaptias, so that the sense would be: “at the return of 
Christ sin will no longer be present, at least in the domain to 

which the operation of the Redeemer will relate.” Even ina 
grammatical respect this application of the words is inadmis- 
sible, since ywpis duaptias must stand in relation to the 
subject in ofOycerar, thus cannot be torn away from this 
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reference by being made equivalent to an independent. parti- 
cipial clause. But also the thought thence arising would be 
encumbered with difficulty, as Bleek himself admits, by the 
addition of “at least,” ete. although Bleek has sought to 

justify it. Additional misinterpretations of ywpis apaptias 
are met with in other writers. Thus it is supposed to mean: 
without, again vicariously laden with the sins of men, being 
made sin (2 Cor. v. 21) for them (Oecumenius, Theophylact, 
Clarius, Akersloot, Wolf, Carpzov, Chr. Fr. Schmid, Heinrichs, 

de Wette, Bloomfield, Bisping, Delitzsch, Riehm, Lehrbegr. des 

Hebriierbr. p. 545, Obs.; Alford, Maier, Moll, and others), 

which is already refuted by the erroneousness of explaining 

the foregoing aveveyxety of the vicarious bearing of sins; with- 
out the punishment of sin (Klee, a/.); without the sufferings 
undertaken for sin (Tholuck) ; sine corporis, peccato obnoxii, 
mortalitate (Zeger) ; sine sacrificio pro peccato (Jac. Cappellus, 
Stuart, M‘Caul, and many); not as a sufferer for the guilt of 
others, but as the holy judge of the guilt of others (Ebrard, 
Delitzsch; similarly Stein and others), and so forth, all of 

which have the plain expression of the language against them. 
— els cwtnpiav] belongs to dd@yjcerar, not, as it is true, upon 
the retention of the spurious addition (see the critical remark) 
dua wictews, it must be conjoined, to drmexdeyopuevors (so 
Primasius, Faber Stapulensis, Camerarius, Wolf, Klee, Paulus, 

Stein). For tots adrov amexdeyoueévois contains a non-essential 
element of the statement, ver. 28 ; e¢s cwtnpiav, on the other 

hand, an essential element of the same. els cwtnpiar, 

namely, is the positive nearer defining of the negative yapis 
apaptias, and forms consequently, like the latter, an antithesis 
to els TO ToAAaV aveveyxeiy auaptias. The whole clause, 
however, €« Sevtépov ... eis owTnptiav, corresponds to the 

second member of the clause, ver. 27: peta dé TodTO Kplots. 
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Ver. 1 reads in the Recepta: Sxicv yap eywy 6 vomos Fay mer?.dvrey 

ayuda, ox adlriy ray ciniva Tov cpaywaroV, rar eviauroy Taig adrais 

buoiais, &s Tpoopepovory ig +d Oinvexés, obdsrore OlyaTas TOdG =pocEpyo- 

wévoug rereous. Instead thereof, Lachm. takes the words sxc 
... Tpuyuwerwy as an independent clause, placing a full stop after 
xpuyuarov. He then, in the stereotype edition, omits the rela- 
tive before <poop¢poue,—while in the larger edition he has again 
added the é: of the Recepta before this verb,—places a comma 
after zpocgépovow, and writes ddvavras in place of ddvara. This 
punctuation and form of the text given by Lachm. is in all 
essential respects to be unhesitatinely rejected. In connection 
with the breaking off of the opening words of the verse into an 
independent statement, gor must be supplemented to ey». 
Such supplementing, however, would be altogether opposed to 
the linguistic character of the Epistle to the Hebrews; more- 
over, it would remain inexplicable, from the very brevity of the 
clause, how the participle ?ya» should come to be written for 
the finite tense zs, which naturally suggests itself. In addi- 
tion to this, the joining to that which precedes by means of ydp 
would occasion a difficulty, and the clause following would 
become an asyndeton. Besides, this following clause, in the 
absence of any connecting relative, would not even comply with 
the laws of grammar. The relative before spocgépouvcw is want- 
Inger Ae VTA Sr utr. Arm! and’ A** 31, Syr- 
Philonex. then insert «/ before oddévore. Instead of the Lecepta 
as xpoogép. there is found, however, in D* L (?), 73, 157, in an 
ancient fragment with Matthaei, which Tisch., in the edit. vu. 
(comp. Pars I. p. exci.), has designated as N, with Theodoret, 
as well as in a Ms. of Chrysostom and in the Latin version of D 
E: ais spoogép., and the latter is preferred by Bleek, Tisch. and 

Alford. Yet the Recepta é:, which is supported by C D*** 
E (?) K 8, the majority of the cursives, and many Fathers, is to 
be defended. Since the three words immediately preceding 
end in ass, és might easily also be changed into aiz The 
Fecepta ddvaras, finally, is attested by D (* and ***) E K L, 
very many cursives, Vulg. It. Copt. a/., Chrys. Theodoret (text), 

Muyer.—Herp. Z 
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Oecum. (comm.) al, while the plural édvavras (preferred also 
by Tisch. 1, and already placed by Griesbach upon the inner 
margin) is presented by A C D** 8, about thirty cursives, Syr. 
al., Chrys. (codd.) Theodoret (comm. ?), Damasc. Theophy]. al. 
But the plural is devoid of sense, and can on that account be 
regarded only as a transcriber’s error, which was occasioned by 
the foregoing plural spoogépovow. — Ver. 2. “Est obn dy érudouyro] 
Elz.: éve} dv évatoavro, Against the decisive authority of all 
uncial mss., of most cursives, vss. and Fathers. — The preference 
to the Recepta xexadapmévoug is deserved by xexadapioméivous 

(approved by Grotius, Bleek, Tisch. 1 and 8, Delitzsch, Alford), 
as better attested. In favour of xexadapiouévovg pleads not 
only the testimony of D E K 8, 23** 37, 39, al., but also the 
form which in A C has arisen as a transcriber’s error from the 
same xzexadeprowévouvs, Which latter Lachm. has adopted. — 
Ver. 6. Lecepta here and ver. 8: eidéxnoas. Better attested, 
however, here (by A C D* E, the early fragment in Matth. ai.) 
and ver. 8 (by A D* [E2], al., Cyr. Theodoret) is the reading, 
chosen by Lachm. Tisch. and Alford, as also approved by 
Delitzsch: 4%6éxq,0u¢. — Ver. 8. In place of the Recepta dvoiay 
zai spoopopay, Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. Delitzsch, Alford rightly 
read the plural: éucias xui rpoopopas, in accordance with A 
D* 8* 17, 23, 57, al., Vulg. It. Syr. Copt. Sahid. Arab. Erp. 
Cyril. Already commended to attention by Griesbach. The 
singular is a later change, with a view to its conformation to 
ver. 5.—In like manner we have, with Lachm. and Tisch., to 
delete +é», which the Recepta adds before véuor, as not being 
found in A C,x, 37, 46, 71, 73, al., Sahid. Cyril, Chrys. Theo- 
doret. The insertion of the article was more easily possible 
than its rejection.— Ver. 9. rot woijou| Elz.: rot roijous, 6 
de6¢c. Against A C D E K 8* 17, 39, 46, al. mult. It. Copt. al, 
6 0e6¢ is a complementary addition from ver. 7. Rightly 
deleted by Griesbach, Lachm. Scholz, Bleek, de Wette, Tisch. 
Delitzsch, Alford, Reiche. — Ver. 10. Instead of the mere 6:¢ in 
the Recepta, Matthaei and Tisch. 2 and 7 read, after the precedent 
of the Edd. Complutens. Erasm. Colin. Stephan.: of dr. 
Bloomfield places of within brackets. But of (sc. jysmouévos) is 
wanting in A C D* E* 8, 31, 47, al., Chrys. Theodoret, and owes 
its origin to an error of the eye, in that the termination cwévos 
in 7 yiaouucvar g gave rise to the writing of éow#v of.— In place of 
709 odmaros in the Recepta, D* E, with their Latin translation, 
have rod afwaros. Mistaken emendation, since rod owmaros, 
ver. 10, was chosen in manifest correspondence to the citation 
sau Of narnpriow jot, Ver. 5.— Inset Xpiorod| Elz.: rod “Inood 
Xpiorod. But the article has against it the testimony of all the 
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uncials, many cursives and Fathers, and is rightly rejected by 
Griesbach, Matthaei, Scholz, Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. Delitzsch, 
Alford. — Ver. 11. Elz. Griesbach, Matthaei, Scholz, Tisch. 2, 7, 
and 8, Bloomfield, Reiche read: v&s> mwty ispedc. Defended 
also by Bohme, Tholuck, and Delitzsch. The preference, how- 
ever, is deserved by the reading: r&s wiv &pysepeds, which is 
furnished by A C, 31, 37, 46, al., Syr. utr. (yet in the Philonex. 
with an asterisk) Basm. Aeth. Arm. Theodoret (text), Cyril. 
Euthal. a/., was already adopted in the Editt. Complut. Plantin. 
Genev., and more recently has been restored by Lachm. Bleek, 
Tisch. 1, and Alford. If the ordinary Levitical priests had been 
intended, of ispe73 would, as is rightly observed by Bleek, have 
been written instead of és iepeds, since each single Levitical 
priest had by no means daily to offer sacrifice. Less unsuitable, 
on the other hand, is the statement of the daily presentation of 
sacrifice in regard to the high priest, simce that which was true 
of the Levitical priests in general could indeed be ascribed to 
the high priest as the head and representative of the same. In 
any case we have here, at the close of the argument, and 
because of the parallel with the person of Christ, to expect not 
so much the mention of the ordinary Jewish priest, as the 
mention of the Jewish high priest. The reading: és piv 
ispevc, is therefore to be looked upon as a later correction, made 
on account of the following xaé’ uépay, since this stood in 
apparent contradiction to was mwev a&pysepeds.— Ver. 12. otros 
6z| Elz. Matthaei, Tisch. 2 and 7, Bloomfield: airds 62 But 
oiros 6 (recommended by Griesbach; adopted by Lachm. 
Bleek, Scholz, Tisch. 1 and 8, Alford, Reiche ; approved also by 
Delitzsch) is demanded by the preponderating authority of A C 
D* ER, 67** 80, 116, al, Syr. utr. Arr. Copt. Basm. Aeth. Arm. 
It. Vulg. a/., Chrys. Cyr. Damasc. al. — Instead of the Recepta : 
gv 6e&s@, Lachm. had written in the stereotype edition: éx 
6¢&sv, which, however, is only feebly attested by A, 31 (x* has 
2% Oeei@, Which by 8*** was changed into z ée%é@). Rightly, 
therefore, has Lachm. returned in his larger edition to the 
Recepta.— Ver. 15. werx yap rd sipnxévas] Elz. Matth. Scholz, 
Tisch. 2 and 7, Bloomfield, Reiche: wera yap +d wrpozipnuévas. 
Against decisive witnesses (A C D Ex, 17, 31, 47, al. m. Syr. 
utr. Arr. Copt. Basm. Aeth. It. Vulg. Chrys. Theoph. Ambrose, 
Sedul.). Already held suspected by Griesbach. — Ver. 16. Elz. 
Griesbach, Matthaei, Scholz, Tisch. 2 and 7, Bloomfield, Alford, 
Reiche: ivi sav dsavosav, after D** and *** EK K L, most 
cursives and vss., Chrys. Theodoret, a/., Ambrose, a/. On the 
other hand, A C D*38, 17, 31, 47, al., Vulg. (Amiat. Harlej.* 
Tolet.) have: ¢r/ rjy dsévorav, Approved by Lachm. Bleek, 
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Tisch. 1 and 8, and probably the original reading. — Ver. 17. 
Elz. Matthaei, Scholz, Bloomfield: s»700%, More correctly, 
Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. Delitzsch, Alford, after A C D* E x* 17: 
w.vnobyooue1, Which Griesbach has placed upon the inner 
margin. yvy4e0d% was carried over from vill. 12.— Ver. 22. 
Recepta: eppavriouévon. After A C D* s* Lachm. writes: 
pepavriomévos, Tisch. and Alford: fepavrsouévor.— Ver. 29. 

The words ¢v @ jyvsaéoy are deleted by Lachm. in the stereo- 
type edition; but are rightly, since they are omitted only by 
A and Chrysostom, retained by him in the larger edition. — 
Ver. 50. The addition following dsrarodacm in the Recepta: 
Aéyer xvpsoc, is rejected by Tisch. 1, 2, and 8, after D* * 17, 
23* 67** Vulg. It. Copt. Syr. Aeth. Arab. Erp. Ambr. Bede, 
and is regarded by Mill (Prolegg. 496), Bengel, Griesbach, and 
others as probably a gloss. Bloomfield encloses it within 
brackets. It is nevertheless protected by A D*** E K Ls*** 
etc., Syr. Philonex. a/., and many Fathers. Rightly, therefore, 
has it been received again by Tisch. into the edit. vii. 
Delitzsch, Alford, and Reiche also have lately decided in favour 
of its genuineness. — The Recepta xupiog xpive? we have, with 
Lachm. Tisch. and Alford, after A D E K s* 31, 73, al., Vulg. 
It. Syr. utr. Aeth. Theodoret (semel), to transpose into xpiver 
xvpiog. Bleek and Delitzsch read, after D E, 55, 71, Vule. It. 
Theodoret (sem.): 65s xpivev xipsos. Quite similarly, LXX. 
Deut. xxx. 36; Ps. exxxv. 14.— Ver. 34. rot dcousors] Thus 
we have to read, with Griesbach, Lachm. Scholz, Bleek, Tisch. 
Delitzsch, Alford, Reiche, and others, after A D* [as Cod. B 

breaks off at ix. 14, so also x. 24—xi1. 15 is wanting in Cod. C] 
47, 67** 73, al., Syr. utr. Arab. Erpen. Copt. Arm. Vulg. Chrys. 
Antioch. Damasc. Theodoret (comm.), Oecum. (comm.) Pelae. 
Ambrose, al. From ros decuéorg arose, by a slip on the part 
of the copyist, ro7s 6¢ou07s, which is found with Origen, Lzhort. 
ad martyr. 44, and to which the vinculis eorwm of the Latin 
translation in D E corresponds; while, then, ro7 deouo7s was 
completed by means of a gloss into the ecepta, still defended 
by Matthaei, Bloomfield, M‘Caul, and Hofmann: ro7s decwors 
ov (D*** E K L®, etc.), in that Paul was regarded as the 
author of the epistle, and thus was found expressed an acknow- 
ledgment of the sympathy manifested by the Palestinian 
Christians towards himself during his imprisonment. — In that 
which follows, the reading: Zye1v éauro7s, very strongly con- 
firmed by D E K L, almost sixty cursives, Chrys. Theodoret, 
Isidor. iii. 225, Damasc. Theoph., already adopted into the 
Editt. Complut. Erasm. 1, Steph. 1 and 2, and later preferred 
by Bengel, Griesbach, Matthaei, Knapp, Scholz, Tisch. 2 and 7, 
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Delitzsch, Alford, Reiche, is to be held the original one, inas- 
much as from this reading the rise, as well of the Recepta : 
tyes gv taurors (which, as it would seem, rests only upon a 
few cursives), as also of the reading afforded by A®, four 
eursives, the early fragment in Matthaei, Vulg. It. a/., and 
followed by Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. 1 and 8: éyesm zaurode, is to 
be explained. — The addition: ¢y odpavors after dzapgw in the 
Recepta is wanting in A D* 8* 17, in the early fragment with 
Matthaei in the text, in Copt. Aeth. Vulg. It. with Clem. Al. 
Bed., and stands with Theodoret only after zévovoay. Elucidatory 
gloss, suspected by Mill (Prolegg. 1208) and Griesbach, rightly 
rejected by Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. Delitzsch, Alford. — Ver. 35. 
Recepta: wicdurodociay weyéany. With Lachm, Bleek, Tisch. 

1, 7, and 8, Alford, we have to transpose into weyadrny micba- 
sodociay, after A D E 8, the early fragment in Matthaei, 73, 
116, al., Clem. Al. Orig. Eus. It. Vulg. Copt. al.— Ver. 38, 
The Recepta omits the ov, which is found in most Mss. of the 
LXX. after sicrews. D* Syr. utr. Copt., the Latin version in 
D E, Eus. Theodoret (alic.), Cypr. Jerome have it after sicrews. 
On the other hand, it is found after diag in A®, Arm. Vulg., 
in the early fragment with Matthaei by the first hand, with 
Clem. Al. Eus. (alic.) Theodoret (alic.), Proc. Sedul. Bed. 
Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. and Alford have adopted if at this latter 
place, and probably the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews 
so read, inasmuch as it is found with the LXX. at this place in 
Cod. A. 

Vv. 1-4. Presentation in a clearer light of the necessity 
for Christ’s offering Himself only once for the expiation of 
sins (ix. 25-28), by pointing to the ineffectiveness of the 
expiatory sacrifices continually repeated within the domain of 

Judaism. This constant repetition attests that sins are still 
ever present, as indeed a cancelling of sin by the blood of 

bullocks and of goats is impossible. 
Ver. 1. Establishment of the daE mpoceveyOels ets TO 

TOAA@Y aveveyKety aywaptias, ix. 28, as being the main 
thought lying in ix. 25-28, by making good the opposite 
state of the case in the province of the O. T. theocracy: “ For 
since the law contains only a shadow of the future good 

things, not the actual likeness of the things, it is not able by 
means of the same sacrifices every year, which are unceasingly 
offered, ever to make perfect them that draw nigh.” The 
emphasis of the proposition rests partly upon the characteri- 
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zation of the law as oKiav éxyov x.7.r., partly upon Kat’ 
€viavtov tats avtais Ovcias, as tpordépovaw els TO 
dunvekés. The author, however, cannot thereby mean, as 
the words at first hearing might seem to imply, that the law, 

in case its contents were no mere oxKlia TOY ped\OYTMY 

aya0ev, would in reality effect the teXecwors by means of its 

ever-repeated expiatory sacrifices. For, as is shown by vv. 2 
and 3, the author already bases upon the very fact of the 

yearly repetition of the Mosaic expiatory sacrifices the proof 
for their inadequacy. We must therefore suppose that two 
independent particulars of thought have been blended together 
into a single statement. One can resolve the matter either in 
such wise that ovdérote S¥vatas TeXer@oat is looked upon as 
the common predicate for both particulars: the law is incapable 
of leading to TeAe/wous, because it contains a mere oxud «K.7.D.; 
and certainly it is incapable, by means of its ever-repeated 
sacrifices, of leading to reXe¢w@aous. Or in such wise that the 
second particular is thought of originally as an inference from 
the first, from which the ovdémote dtvatae x.7.r. is then 
progressively derived: because the law contains a mere oxia 
Tov peddAOVTwY ayabdy, there is found in its domain an 
unceasing repetition of the same expiatory sacrifices; by this 

unceasing repetition, howevery it is never able to lead to 

perfection. The latter analysis is to be preferred, because by 
means of it the opposition, required by the course of the 
argument, between the once offered and the ofttimes repeated 
expiatory sacrifice, comes out clearly and definitely in all its 
severity ; while the characterization of the vowos, on the other 
hand, as oxiav éywv x.7.r., is made only that which here, in 
harmony with the context, it alone can be, @e. a mere sub- 
sidiary factor in the argument. —ox«idv] a shadow, which is 
unsubstantiated, melts away into obscurity, and only enables 
us to recognise the external outlines. Opposite to this is the 
elx@y, the image or impress, which sets before us the figure 
itself, sharply and clearly stamped forth. See on vil. 5. 
Freely, but not incorrectly, does Luther translate: “the very 

substance of the good things.” — Tay pedrovT@v ayabav] see 
at ix. 11.— rév rpayydtwr] different from t&v pedrdovTav 

aya@ev only as respects the more general form of expression. 
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— kat’ éviavtov] belongs neither to ovdérore S0vatar (Ebrard, 
Delitzsch, Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. 1, 2 Aufl. p. 446; Alford) 

nor to as mpoodepovow (Calvin, Er. Schmid, Wolf, Heinrichs, 

Bleek, de Wette, Bloomfield, and others), in which latter case 

the words would have to be resolved by tats Ouciais, ds Kar’ 
eviavTov Tas avtas tpocdépovaow, or something similar. But 
kat éviavtov is rather to be taken in intimate combination 
with tats avtais: with the same sacrifices every year. The 
author forebore writing tats adtats nat’ éviavtoyv Ovciats, in 
order that he might accentuate each notion equally strongly. 
As, moreover, with xa7’ éyiavtov in this place, so also else- 
where with adverbs which in point of meaning may be 
compared with it, such as det, 7oANdxus, etc., a transposing 
is nothing rare. Comp. Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 514 f.— 

tals avtais Ovoiais| Those meant are, as is required by kar’ 
éviavtov (comp. also ver. 4), only the sacrifices on the great 
day of atonement, not also the daily sacrifices of propitiation 

(ver. 11), as Bohme, Stein, and others suppose. — mpocde- 
povo.v]| sc. the Levitical high priests. Wrongly Hofmann 
(Schriftbew. II. 1, 2 Aufl. p. 446), who in general has entirely 
failed in his interpretation of the statement:' the spocep- 
Yomevot.— els TO Sinvexés] Note of time to mpocdépovow. 
If we should seek, with Paulus, Lachmann, and Hofmann, /.c., 

to conjoin eds To Sunvexés with that which follows, the relative 
clause &s mpoodépovew would be deprived of all signification. 
— Tovs mpocepyouevous] those who approach God through the 
medium of the Levitical priests, thus identical with ods 
Natpevovtas, ver. 2, ix. 9. 

Ver. 2. Proof for the cat’ éviavtov tals adr. Puc. oddérote 
dvvatat Tovs mpocepyopuévous TerAer@oat in the form of a 
question: for otherwise would not their presentation have 
ceased ? because the worshippers, so soon as they have once been 
really purged from sin, have no more consciousness of sins, and 

1 Namely, in that he brings out as the sense of the same, ‘‘ the propitiatory 
sacrifice, which is, as it were, offered by the law itself, because offered at its 
direction and by the high priest for the congregation,” is here ‘‘ convinced of 
its manifest incapacity for effecting real and abiding purity of conscience for the 
individuals, This conviction is wrought by the fact that, notwithstanding this 
sacrifice has been offered every year for the whole congregation, the individuals 
still continue throughout the year to offer sacrifices for themselves”! 
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thus no more need of an expiatory sacrifice. In connection 
with the Reccpta éret adv éravcavto, the sense itself would 

remain unchanged, only the words would then have to be 
taken as an assertory statement (“for their presentation 
would have come to an end, because,” etc.); by which, 
however, the discourse would suffer in point of vivacity 
(observe also the add, ver. 3, corresponding to the question 
of ver. 2). But the process is not a natural one, when Beza, 

edd. 1 and 2, Wetstein, Matthaei, Stein, and others (comp. 

already Theodoret) will have the proposition of ver. 2 
regarded as an assertory statement, even with the retention 
of the ovx. They then explain either (and thus ordinarily) : 
jor otherwise their presentation would not have ceased, sc. by 
the coming in of the New Covenant (Beza: alioqui non 
desiissent offerri; Matthaei: non cessavissent, non sublata 

essent; comp. Theodoret: Aid todrto rédXos exeiva Aap Pave, 
@s ov duvdueva cvveldnow xabapdy arrodivar), or, in that 
evel... Tpoapepopevat is closely attached to the main verb 
of ver. 1, and dud ro pndewiav x.7.d. is regarded as belonging 
to the whole proposition, vv. 1, 2: the law was not able by 
its sacrifices to lead to perfection, since their presentation was 
an endless one; because those who are once purified have no 
longer any consciousness of sins. So Wetstein, who, however, 

will write—what in that case, no doubt, would be necessary 

and perfectly justified—ot« dveratvcavto instead of ovK av 
émavoavTo (...“quum non cessarent offerri. Ita quidem, 

ut haec verba, sublata distinctione majori, jungantur is, quae 
praecedunt, deinde sequatur totius sententiae ¢confirmatio : 
quia sacrificantes,” etc.). But against the last-mentioned mode 
of explanation it is decisive, that the relation of the members 
of the sentence to each other would become obscure, and the 

arrangement cumbrous; against the first-mentioned, the pre- 
supposition, underlying the &s mpoodépovow els TO Cunverés, 
ver. 1, as well as the epistle in general (ix. 9, al.), that the 
Jewish sacrificial ritual was still in continuance at the time 
of our author’s writing. — ératcavto mpoodepopevar] sc. at 
@vaoiat. The construction of tavecOar with the participle is 
the ordinary one, in classic as well as in Hellenistic Greek. 
Comp. Eph. i,°16; Col. i. 9; Acts v. 42, al.; Hermann, 
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ad Viger. p. 771; Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 323 f.— rovs 
AaTpevovtas] see at ix. 9. 

Ver. 3. Contrast to 70 pndemtay éyew ere ovveldnow 

duaptiav tovs Aatpevovtas. In such wise, however, that 
the offerers should have no more consciousness of guilt, the 
matter does not stand; on the contrary, there lies in the 

yearly repetition of the sacrifices the yearly reminder that 

sins are still remaining, and have to be expiated." Comp. 
Philo, de Victim. p. 841 A (with Mangey, II. p. 244): 
EimOes ycp tas Ovalas py dAjOnv dwaptnuatov, adr 
imopynocw aitav Katacxevatev. — De plantat. Noé, p. 229 B 

(I. p. 345): al... Ovoliae... bropipynocKovea, Tas exdoTwv 
ayvolas te Kal Stayaptias.— Vit. Mos. ii. p. 669 E 
(II. p. 151): Kal yap omote yiveo@at Soxotcw (sc. the 
Ouciat and evyai of the impious), od Avow daywapTnuaTov 

GXN bropvnow épyafovtasr.— ev avtais] sc. tats Ovolats. 
—dvaprynots| not: commemoratio (Vulgate, Calvin, Clarius, a/.) 
or commemoratio publica (Bengel and others), so that we must 
think of the confession of sin (tract. Jom. iv. 2, ili. 8, vi. 2) 
which the high priest made on the great day of atonement 
with regard to himself and the whole people (Schlichting, 
Grotius, Braun, a/.); but: reminding, recalling to memory. 

Comp. 1 Cor. xi. 24, 25; Luke xxu. 19. 
Ver. 4. Proof that it cannot be otherwise, drawn from the 

matter itself which is under consideration. By a rudely 

sensuous means we cannot attain to a high spiritual good. 
Vv. 5-10. Scripture proof, from Ps. xl. 7—9 [6—8], that 

deliverance from sins is to be obtained, not by animal 
sacrifices, but only by the fulfilling of the will of God. On 
the ground of this fulfilment of God’s will by Christ are we 
Christians sanctified. 

Ver. 5. Ato] Wherefore, i.e. in accordance with the im- 
possibility declared at ver. 4.— rAé€yer] He saith. As subject 
thereto is naturally supplied Christ, although He was not 
mentioned again since ix. 28. This determination of the 

1 To join on the words of ver. 3 to those of ver. 1, and then to look upon 
ver. 2 as a parenthesis (Kurtz, Hofmann), is inadmissible, even—apart from the 

ar2ré, of frequent use after a question—because avéurnois auapriav, Ver. 3, points 

back to the kindred cuvetdnew cmapriay, ver. 2, 
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subject is already placed beyond doubt by the whole connec- 
tion, but not less by the pointing back of tod c@patos ’Inaod 
Xpicrod, ver. 10, to cdma O€ KaTnpticw pot, ver. 5. According 

to the view of our author, Christ is speaking’ in the person 
of the psalmist. The psalm itself, indeed, as is almost 
universally acknowledged, refuses to admit of the Messianic 
interpretation (comp. especially ver. 13 [12]). The present 
évet, moreover, might be placed, because the utterance is 

one extending into the present, ze. one which may still be 
daily read in the Scripture. — efcepyopevos eis Tov Kocpor] 
at His coming into the world, ve. on the eve of coming (see 
Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 249) into the world” (sc. by His 
incarnation). This determining of time is taken from the 
Kw, ver. 7. According to Bleek, who is preceded therein by 
Grotius, and followed by de Wette, as more recently by 
Maier and Beyschlag, die Christologie des Neuen Testaments, 
3erl. 1866, p. 192, the author in penning the words eicepyo- 
pevos els TOV KOcpov was thinking “less of the moment of the 
incarnation and birth than of the public coming forth upon 
earth to the work assigned to Him by the Father, in connec- 
tion with which His entrance into the world first became 
manifested to the world itself.” But in that case eced@ov 
must have been written, and the formula eicépyeo@ar eis 
Tov xoopov (John i. 9, vi. 14, xi. 27; Rom. v.12; 1 Tim. 
i, 15, al.) would lose its natural signifention. The same 
applies against Delitzsch, who, bringing in that which lies 
very remote, will have the words explained: “incarnate, and 

having entered upon the years of human self-determination, 
signified Isa. vii. 16,’—an exposition which is not any the 
more rendered acceptable, when Delitzsch adds, with a view 

to doing justice to the participle present: “we need not 
regard the eloépyecOar eis Tov Kocpov as a point; we can also 
conceive of it as a line.’® For the author cannot possibly 

1 Arbitrarily does Kurtz place in aéye a double sense, in that he will have it 
understood on the part of the psalmist of a speaking in words, on the part of 
Christ of a speaking by deeds. 

2 Without reason do Delitzsch and Alford object against this interpretation, 
that the following caz« xarnpric» wo is not in hemeaon therewith. See the 

exposition of the words. 
3 So, in accord with Delitzsch, also Alford, who observes: ‘‘It expresses, I 
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have thought of Christ’s etcépyeoOar eis Tov Kocuor, and His 
Neve temporally therewith coinciding, as something constantly 
repeated and only progressively developed.—Ovclav kai mpooc- 
dopay ovk 70édAncas] sacrifice and offering (bloody and un- 
bloody sacrifices) Zfow didst not will, Kindred utterances in 
Cae Oe Ns solsdlee fakoy di. auSviie [k6> ieltsa. ar lke der: 
i? 0) vile. eo oss mi. 'Bis9 Atmosives Zak fe LenSam: 

xy. 22. That, however, the author founded his Scripture 

proof precisely upon Ps. xl., was occasioned principally by the 
addition, very important for his purpose: c@pa dé KaTnpticw 
ot, which is found there.— capa dé Katnpticm pot| but «a 
body hast Thow prepared me, sc. in order to be clothed with 
the same, and by the giving up of the same unto death to 
fulfil Thy will. Comp. ver. 7. Thus, without doubt, the 
author found in his copy of the LXX. But that the Hebrew 
words: °? ND DIS (the ears hast Thou digged to me, re. by 
revelation opened up religious knowledge to me), were even 
originally rendered by the LXX. by c@ua b€ Kkatnpticw por, 
as is contended by Jac. Cappellus, Wolf, Carpzov, Tholuck, 

Ebrard, Delitzsch, Maier, Moll, and others, is a supposition 

hardly to be entertained. Probably the LXX. rendered the 
Hebrew words by @tia d€ katnpticw pot, as they are still 

found in some ancient Mss. of that version, and capa 6é 

KaTnpticm jou arose, not “from the translator being unable 
to attach any satisfactory meaning to the words ‘the ears 
hast thou digged to me,’ and therefore altering them with his 
own hand” (Kurtz); but only from an accidental corruption 
of the text, in that ¥, the final letter of the 0énoas 
immediately preceding, was wrongly carried: over to the 
following word, and instead of TI the letter M was 
erroneously read. 

Ver. 6. In burnt-offerings and sin-offerings hadst Thow no 
pleasure. — LXX. Cod. Vatic.: oAoxattopa ... ovK 7TNCAS ; 
Cod. Alex.: odNoxavtmpata . .. ove é&ntnoas.— Kai Trepi 

dpaptias| Oecumenius: tovtésts tpoodopay tept apaptias. 

believe, the whole time during which the Lord, being ripened in human 
resolution, was in intent devoting Himself to the doing of His Father’s will: 
the time of which that youthful question, ‘ Wist ye not that I must be iy rois 
Tov rar2/s wov?’ was one of the opening announcements.” 
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Wsewhere also occasionally (Lev. vii. 37; Num. viii. 8, a/.) 
the LXX. denote the sin-offering by the mere sept dayaprtias, 
in that the additional notion of sacrifice is naturally yielded 
by the context. Stein’s expedient for avoiding all supple- 
menting of the idea, in translating cat by “also” (“Thou 
hast also no pleasure in offerings for sin”), is grammatically 
inadmissible. —- eddoxetv] with the accusative also not rare 
elsewhere in Hellenistic Greek. Comp. LXX. Gen. xxxiii. 10; 
Lev. xxvi. 34,°41; Ps. li. 18, 21, al. Besides this'in the 

Hellenistic evdoxetv év (x. 38), with Greek writers evdoxety 
TW. 

Ver. 7. Tote eirov] then said J. In the sense of the 
writer of the epistle: then, when Thou hadst prepared for 
me a body. In the sense of the composer of the psalm: 
then, when such deeper knowledge was revealed to me. 
Contrary to the usage of the language, Carpzov, Stein, and 
others take TéTe as equivalent to ideo, propterea, while just as 
capriciously Heinrichs makes it redundant as a particle of 
transition. — év Kkedurids BiBAlov yéypartat Trepl euod]| is a 
parenthesis; so that tod mrovjoae depends not on yéypat rat, 
as Paulus thinks, but upon xm: Lo, I come to do, O God, 

Thy will, Comp. ver. 9. Otherwise truly with the LXX. 
(and in the Hebrew), where tod wrojoar is governed by the 
closing verb 78ovAnOnv, which is omitted in the Epistle to 

the Hebrews (tod moujoar TO OéXnua cov, Oo eos pov, 
nBovrnOnv: to do Thy will, O God, is my delight). — év 
cehario. BuBdtov yéypartat mept é€wov is in the 

Hebrew differently connected and applied. In the sense of 

our author: in the prophecies of the O. T. it is written of 
me. — Kehanis, little head, then the knob at the end of the 
staff, around which the manuscript roll was wound in 
antiquity. xedarts BuPXdov consequently denotes the book- 
roll, volume, Elsewhere also the LXX. translated the Hebrew 

nw (volumen), with and without the addition of PuPdov, by 

xedarts. Comp. Ezek. ii. 9, iii. 1-3; Ezra vi. 2.— 70 OeAnpa] 
in the sense of our author: the obedient presentation of the 
body as a sacrifice for the redemption of mankind. 

Vv. 8-10. Contrasting of the two main elements in the 

citation just adduced, and emphasizing of the fact that the one 



CHAP. X. 9% 365 

element, upon which God lays no stress, is represented by 
Judaism ; the other, to which value is attached in God’s sight, 

is represented by Christianity. — dvwrepov] above, in the 
opening words of the declaration, —A€ywr] sc. 0 Xpioros. 
The participle present, in place of which Schlichting, Grotius, 
Bleek, de Wette expect that of the aorist, is employed here, 
even as Aé€yet, ver. 5, because the utterance, as being recorded 
in Scripture, is one still enduring. Only the author makes 
manifest, by the fact that he writes Aéywv, not elrwv or 
réEas, that less importance is to be attached to the indication 
as to the relation of time, in which the two statements are 

placed to each other, than to the contrasting of these two 
statements themselves; thus: while He saith above, etc., He 

has then said, ete. —6re] recitative particle, as vil. 17, xi. 18. 
— @valas Kat tpoodopds| The plural appropriately serves for 
the generalization of the utterance. — aitwes Kata vomov 
mpoadépovtat| as those things which are presented by virtue 
of legal precept. Suggestive reference to the imperfection 

and ineffectiveness of Judaism, since this makes salvation 

dependent precisely upon those ordinances of external 
sacrifice which God willed not, and in which He has no 

pleasure. The words are no parenthetic clause, as is still 
maintained by Bleek and Kurtz, but’an addition essential to 
the argument of the writer, which does not interrupt the 
construction. They form the application, thus emphatically 
appended, of the first half of the thought in the Scripture 
citation, to Judaism, to which the parallel is formed in ver. 10 

by the application of the second half to Christianity.— aitwves] 
refers back to the whole of the preceding substantives. 

Ver. 9. Tore eipnxev] are words of the author, and form 
the apodosis to avwtepov Aéywv, ver. 8. Quite erroneously 
does Peirce, who, with Chrysostom, Hom. xvii. and the 

Vulgate (tune dixi), instead of tote elpynxev will read tore 
eizrov, which, however, only arose from ver. 7, make the 

apodosis begin first with dvarpet TO 1patov.— Tore, however, 
not terepov, which would more exactly accord with the 
avetepov, ver. 8, the author wrote, because the tore eizrov 

of the citation was still fresh in his memory. — dvacpet ro 
tTpatov, va to Sevtepovy ation] he abolishes the first, or 
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deprives it of validity, <x order to establish the second as the 
norm in force (Rom. ii. 31). Parenthetic insertion, so that 

ver. 10 attaches itself closely to ro OéAnua, and is to be 
separated therefrom only by a comma. The _ parenthesis 
serves by way of exclamation to call attention to the im- 
portance of the application to be given in ver. 10 to the 
éoov HKo «.7.A. Subject in avapet is naturally here also 
Ohrist ; not “the Spirit of God,” as Kurtz arbitrarily supposes. 
— To mpaTov] sc. To wpochéepety Ovalas Kat Tpooopas K.T.Xr. 
— 70 devTepov] sc. TO Trovetv TO O€Anua ToD Geod. Theodoret: 
Tp@Tov elme THY TOV ardoywv Ovalav, SevTEpov SE THY NoYLKIY, 
Thy Um avtod mpoceveyOeicay. Wrongly does Peirce take 70 
Tpatov and 76 devtepov adjectivally, in supplementing to each 
To OéXnua Oeod. With equally little warrant Carpzov: the 
duaOynkn TpweTyn and the diaOykn xawn, or the tepwovvn Kata 
Tip tak “Aapév and the lepwovvn Kata opowotnta Menr- 
yioedéx, are meant; as also Stein: the O. T. and the N. T. 
economy. 

Ver. 10. “Ev & Oedjpate] upon the ground of which will 
(more exactly: of which fulfilment of His will), and in con- 
ditioning connection with that will) What is meant is the will 
of God, of which the author has before spoken. — yysacpévor 
éopév| we (Christians) have been sanctified (delivered from sins). 
aytatleo@ae correlative to the notions tedesotcOat, ver. 1, 

and kadapifec Oa, ver. 2. — By the mpocgopa tod cHmaTos 
‘Incod Xptorod cannot be meant “ the self-presentation of 
Christ in the heavenly Holy of Holies” (Kurtz), but only 
(comp. ix. 28) Christ’s death upon the cross on earth. For 
the indication of the former idea the expression tod c@patos 
would be altogether unsuitable. Comp. also Riehm, Lehrbegr. 
des Hebrierbr. p. 475 f.— éfamaé] belongs to sysacpevor 
éopéev, not, as Oecumenius, Theophylact, Schlichting, Jac. 

Cappellus, Limborch, Stein, Bloomfield, Alford, and others 

conjoin, to dia ris mpoodopas Tov ca@patos “Incod Xpiatod, 
because otherwise the article tis must have been repeated. 

Vy. 11-14. Renewed emphasizing of the main distinction 
between the Jewish high priest and Christ. The former 
repeats day by day the same sacrifices without being able to 
effect thereby the cancelling of sin; Christ has by His single 
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sacrifice procured everlasting sanctification. This the main 
thought of vv. 11-14. Into the same, however, there is at 
the same time introduced a subordinate feature, by virtue of 
the opposition of the éotnKxev and éxadicev, by which 
likewise is manifest the pre-eminence of Christ over the 
Levitical high priests. The Jewish high priests were required 
to accomplish their ministration standing (comp. Deut. x. 8, 
xviii. 7; Judg. xx. 28, al.), were thus characterized as servants 

or inferiors (comp. also Jas. ii, 3); whereas in Christ’s sitting 
down at the right hand of God, His participation in the divine 
majesty and glory is proclaimed. 

Ver. 11. Kai was] wav is the explanatory: and indeed. 
It develops the éfdmaf, ver. 10, and belongs equally to 
ver. 12 as to ver. 11. — apyvepeds] comp. the critical remark. 
—xal pépav] see at vii. 27.— 7epedety] stronger than 
agpawpetv, ver. 4. Literally: take away round about. 

Ver. 12. Otros] comp. iii. 3.— eis 70 dunvexés] belongs to 
éxaOicev, —- With that which precedes is it conjoined by 
Oecumenius, Theophylact, Luther, Bengel, Bohme, Stein, 

Ewald, and others; whereby, however, the manifest antithesis, 

which eis 70 Sunvexés éxdOicev forms to éotnxev Kal” ypépar, 
ver. 11, is destroyed, and the symmetry of the proposition, 
ver. 12, is lost. 

Ver. 13. Td Aourov] henceforth, sc. from the time of His 
sitting down at the right hand of God. What is meant is 
the time yet intervening before the coming in of the Parousia. 
The taking of To Aourev in the relative sense: “as regards the 
rest, concerning the rest” (Kurtz), is, on account of the close 
coherence with éxdeyouevos ws, unnatural, for which reason 

also the passages adduced by Kurtz as supposed parallels, 
Fpl Avie eat yay. 8) 1 Thess. ivi 1, 2: Thess:: is -L, 

do not admit of comparison.— The object of the waiting is 
expressed by our author in the language of Ps. ex. 1.— The 
exdOtoev ... 70 AOLTOY ExdEeXdpEvos Ews ... involves 
for the rest the supposition that the destruction of the 
enemies of Christ is to be looked for even before His Parousia. 
The author accordingly manifests here, too, a certain diversity 
in his mode of viewing the subject from that of the Apostle 
Paul, since the latter (comp. 1 Cor. xv. 22-28) anticipates 
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the destruction of the anti-Christian powers only after the 
time of Christ’s Parousia. The supposition, which de Wette 
holds possible for the removal of this difference, that the 
author of the Epistle to the Hebrews “thought only of the 
triumph of the gospel among the nations, even as Paul also 
expected the universal diffusion of the gospel and the con- 
version of the Jews before the appearing of Christ,” has little 
probability, considering the absolute and unqualified character 
of the expression here chosen: ot éy@pot avTod. 

Ver. 14. Proof of the possibility of the eds To dunvexés 
exaBicev év SeEva Tod Oeod, ver. 12, from the needlessness for 

a fresh sacrifice, since Christ has already, by the sacrifice once 
offered, brought in perfect sanctification for His believers. — 
The accentuation: wud yap tpoo dopa, merits the preference 

to pia yap tpoodopa, to which Bengel is inclined, and which 
has been followed by Ewald, since by the former the words 

acquire an immediate reference to Christ.—Tovs ayrafopuevous | 
them that are sanctified, sc. as regards the decree of God. ‘The 

puticiple present is used substantively, as ii, 11, without 
respect to time. 

Vy. 15-18. That there is no need of any further expiatory 
sacrifice, the Scripture also testifies. This Scripture proof 
the author derives from the declaration, Jer. xxxi. 31-34, 

already adduced at vui. 8 ff, in that he here briefly compre- 
hends the same in its two main features. 

Ver. 15. Maprupet 6€ jyiv cal ro rvedpa TO dytov| More- 
over, also, the Holy Chost bears witness to us. — piv] has 

reference to the Christians generally. Without warrant is it 
limited by Raphel, Wolf, Baumgarten, and others to the 

author of the epistle (“the Holy Ghost attests my statement ”). 
— 70 Tvetipa TO &ytov] for it is the Holy Spirit of God who in 
the passage indicated speaks by the prophet. — The subject in 

eipnxevat 1s God, in that the author makes his own the words 
Never KUpLos following in ver. 16, although they form an 
originally constituent part of the citation, in such wise that 
META yap TO eipnKkévat ... éxe(vas forms the former member of 
the proposition ; and to this former member all the rest, from 
dudovs vosous ov to the end of ver. 17, is then opposed by 
the author as a concluding member, by means of déyer KUptos. 
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The supposition that the second, or concluding, member of the 
citation begins only with ver. 17, and that thus before this 
verse a Aéyet, an ei7 emiréyet, a TOTE elpyxev, or something of 
the kind is to be supplemented (Primasius, Clarius, Zeger, 
Schlichting, Jac. Cappellus, Grotius, Limborch, Wolf, Carpzov, 

Stuart, Heinrichs, Alford, Conybeare, Reuss, Hofmann, and 

others), is to be rejected—although the main consideration, 
about which the author is quite specially concerned, follows 
only in ver. 17,—because it is opposed to the literary 
accuracy elsewhere prevailing in the Epistle to the Hebrews. 
For the same reason, too, the datepov Acyer, Which several Mss. 

(but only among those of late date) and some translations add 
at the close of ver. 16, is to be regarded as a gloss. 

Ver. 16. Instead of 76 ofkw "Iopana, viii. 10, the authcr 
here places pos avtovs. Certainly not unintentionally. By 
means of the more general pos avrovs, the more definite refer- 
ence to the natural descendants of the patriarch as the recipients 

of the New Covenant receded into the background. — é:dovs} 
attaches itself here also only to #v dca@jcouar; here it is true, 
with yet greater grammatical ruggedness than at vil. 10. 

Ver. 17. The «aé at the beginning of the verse is held by 
Bohme and Kuinoel to be a further particle of citation on the 
part of the author; while Hofmann will have it translated by 
“also.” Better, however, because more naturally and simply, 
is it taken as a constituent part of the Scripture citation. 

Ver. 18. Tovtwy] is not a neuter (Bohme: “ ut, quicquid 
esset peccati, in universum designaretur ”), but feminine, inas- 
much as it refers back to dwaptiav and dvop.iar, ver. 17.—. 

ovKeTe] sc. eoriv, there expiatory sacrifice no longer takes place, 
se. because in connection with such a state it has become 
unnecessary. 

Ver. 19-xili. 25. The dogmatic investigations are at an 
end; on the ground thereof the author now applies himself 
anew to exhortations to the readers. These are at first of the 
same kind as those before addressed to the readers, and are 

distinguished from the latter only by their greater copiousness 
of detail, afterwards, however, assume a greater generality of 
contents. These are followed by the close of the epistle. 

MeryeErR.—Hces. 2A 



370 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS. 

Vy. 19-25. The readers, in possession of such an exalted 
High Priest, and of the blessings obtained by Him, are with 
decision and constancy to persevere in the Christian faith, to 
incite each other to love and good works, and not—as had 
become a practice with some—to forsake the assemblies for 
Christian worship. So much the more should they thus act, 
since the Parousia is near at hand. Comp. on vv. 19-25 the 
similar exhortation iv. 14, 16. 

Ver. 19. Odv] Conclusion from the investigations made 
chap. v. onwards. — adergot] iii. 1, 12, xiii. 22. — mappy- 

ciav| not: freedom or authorization (Vatablus, Jac. Cappellus, 
Grotius, Ernesti, Schulz, Bohme, Stengel, a/.), but: firm, joyful 
confidence. — eis THY elcodoy TaV ayiwy| in respect to entrance 
into the sanctuary, ve. of entering into the sanctuary, or 

heavenly Holy of Holies (r@v dyiev, of the same import as eis 
Ta dyla, comp. ix. 8). Arbitrarily would Heinrichs refer the 
words to the entering of Jesus, in that he regards eis tiv 
elaodov TaV ay. €v T@ ai. “Inood as equivalent to els THv 
elcodov “Incod év T® aipate avtod, which is impossible. — év 

TO aipate 'Incod] upon the grownd, or by virtue of the blood of 
Jesus. Belongs to the whole proposition: éyovtes mappnotay 
els THY Eloodoy THY ayiwv, not merely to elcodov (Akersloot, 

Storr, Schulz, Bohme, Klee, Paulus, Bleek, Bisping). The 

passage, ix. 25, by no means pleads in favour of the latter 
mode of apprehending it, since at ix. 25, but not in the 
present passage, €v can be understood in the material sense : 
“ with;” the reference of the év aiwarz in the two places is an 
entirely different one. | 

Ver. 20. "Hy] sc. elcodov. Not as yet with oddv (Carpzov, 
Stuart, and others) is #v to be combined as indication of object, 

in such wise that merely tpoogatov cal SHcav would form 
the predicate; but still less is mappynoitav (Seb. Schmidt, 
Hammond, al.) to be supplemented to jv. For against the 
former decides the order of the words, against the latter the 
manifest correspondence in which efcodov, ver. 19, and oddv, 

ver. 20, stand to each other. The 060s, namely, characterized 
ver. 19 as to its goal (as elaodos tay ayiwr), is, ver. 20, further 
described with regard to its nature and constitution (as odds 
tpochatos and $aca). —hw evexatvicev july odov mpoc- 
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datov kal Cadcav] which He for us (in order that we may walk 
in it) has consecrated (inaugurated, in that He Himself first 
passed through it) as a new (newly-opened, hitherto inacces- 
sible, comp. ix. 8 ; Theodoret: @s tote rpadtov daveicay) and 
living way. mpocdatos, originally: fresh slain; then in 
general: fresh, new, recens. See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 374 f. 
— Caca, however, that way or entrance is called, not because 

it “ever remains, and needs not, like that into the earthly 

sanctuary, to be consecrated every year by fresh blood” 
(Bleek, after the precedent of Ernesti, Schulz, and others ; 
comp. also Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and Theophylact), but 
because it is living in its efficacy (comp. o aptos o fav, John 
vi. 51), in such wise that it leads to the goal of everlasting 
life. The contrast is found in the inefficaciousness of the 
entrance into the earthly holy of holies. — dia tod xata- 
TETUTMATOS, TOUTéETTLY THS TapKos avTod] through the veil, that 
is to say, His flesh. As the high priest must pass through the 
concealing veil, in order to come within the earthly Holy of 
Holies, thus also the flesh of Christ formed a veil, which must 

first be withdrawn or removed (comp. Matt. xxvii. 51; Mark 
xv. 38; Luke xxiii. 45) ere the entrance into the heavenly 
Holy of Holies could be rendered possible. — 8:4] is to be taken 
locally —wrongly is it understood by Stein as dastrwmental,— 
and is not to be combined with évexaivicey (Bohme, Delitzsch, 

Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 1, 2 Aufl. p. 253; Alford, Kluge), 

but is to be attached to odov, as a nearer definition, standing 
upon a parallel with mpocgatov cal facav, seeing that an 
ovcav or ayoucay naturally suggests itself by way of supple- 
ment.— Tis capKos avtod] depends immediately upon the 
preceding did, not first, as Peirce and Carpzov maintain, upon 
a Tov KataTeTdcpatos to be supplied. 

Ver. 21 is still governed by éyovtes, ver. 19. As ra aya, 
ver. 19, was chosen as a general designation instead of the 
special ta ayia ayiwv, so here (comp. v. 6, vii. 1, 3, al.) the 

general (epéa stands in the sense of the special dpyrepéa, and 
feyav is, as iv. 14, expression of the exaltedness of this High 

Priest (against Stuart, Klee, Stein, Ewald, M‘Caul, and others, 

who take (‘epéa peyav together as a designation of the High 
Priest). — éwt tov olxov tod Oeod] over the house of God. 
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Comp. iii. 6. Theodoret, Oecumenius, Estius, Grotius, Calov, 

Tholuck, Stengel, Hofmann (Schriftbew. II. 1, 2 Aufl. p. 454), 
Maier, Kurtz, and others understand by these words, in 
accordance with iii. 2, 6, the household of God, or the believers, 

by which, however, the unity of the figure is needlessly 

destroyed. The allusion is to heaven or the heavenly sanctuary, 
as the dwelling-place of God, over which Christ rules as High 
Priest. 

Ver. 22. IIpocepywpeba] let us then draw nigh, sc. to this 
diryta, ver. 19, and this lepeds péyas, ver. 21, or, what is, as 

regards the matter itself, not different, to God ; in such wise 

that mpocepyo@peba is here, like tods mpocepyopévous, ver. 1, 

used absolutely, or else receives its supplementation from the 
Tod Oeod immediately preceding. Comp. vil. 25, xi. 6; also 
iv. 16. — per adrnOwis Kapdias] with true, ie. sincere heart, 

so that we are really in earnest about the mpocépyerbar. — 
€v TANpopopla Tictews| in firm conviction of faith, firm inner 
certainty of faith. Comp. vi.11. Epexegesis of wer’ adrnOuvijs 
kapoias, for the clearer defining of the contents thereof. — 
éppavticpévor Tas Kapdlas ato cvvedycews Tovnpas| inasmuch 
as our hearts have been sprinkled from an evil conscience, so that 

we have been delivered from the same (see Winer, Grami., 
7 Aufl. p. 577). Indication of the subjective qualification for 
the mpocépyec@at, while vv. 19-21 contains the oljective 
qualification for the same. What is meant, is the justification 
of Christians through Christ’s bloody sacrificial death (ix. 14), 
after the analogy of the sprinkling with blood, whereby the 
first Levitical priests were consecrated and qualified to approach 
God. Comp. Ex. xxix. 21; Lev. vii. 30. 

Ver. 23. The words: cal ANeXovpévoe TO cHpa VdaTe 
xkadapa, are, by the Peshito, by Primasius, Faber Stapulensis, 
Luther, Estius, Wolf, Baumgarten, Storr, Kuinoel, Bleek, Stein, 

de Wette, Bloomfield, Bisping, Delitzsch, Riehm (Lehrbegr. des 

Hebrierbr. p. 741, Obs.), Alford, Maier, Kluge, and others, com- 

bined in one, and referred still to mpocepywpeba, ver. 22, as 

1 That Delitzsch—who is followed therein by Alford—will have us under- 
stand, as the olxes rod é:o9 in our passage at the same time ‘‘ the church” and 

“‘the heaven of glory,” can be looked upon only as an instance of manifest 

error. 
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a second participial clause. Better, nevertheless, shall we 
conjoin kat’ with katéyw@pev; so that NeXNovpéevoe TO 
capa vate KaGap@ becomes a parenthetic clause, which 
specifies the subjective qualification to the «catéyew, exactly 

as €ppavticpevot x.7.., ver. 22, brought out the subjective 
qualification to the mpocépyec@ar. In connection with the 
first-named construction,’ the rhythmical symmetry of the 
members, vv. 22, 23, would be needlessly sacrificed, and caté- 

yowev stand there too much torn from the context. For the 
supposition that xaé might have been wanting before care- 
yowev, since a third verb (xatavompev) follows at ver. 24, the 

placing of the «aé was thus necessary only before this last, is 
erroneous ; inasmuch as the author could hardly, from the 
very outset, comprehend ver. 24 in thought with ver. 22, and 
ver. 23, on the contrary, only brings in later that which is 
observed at ver. 24 as a new and independent exhortation, 
while wpocepyoucha ... Kai xatéyoper stands together in 
the closest inner relation (as a decided approaching to the 
communion with God opened up by Christ, and a persevering 
maintenance of the same). — AeAovpevor TO cHpua HdaTe Kabapo] 
inasmuch as our body has been washed with pure water [washed 

as regards the body with pure water]. Reference to the 
sanctifying of Christians by Christian baptism. Comp. Eph. 
v. 26; Tit. 11. 5, Analogon in the Levitical domain the 
washings, Ex: xxix; 4,.xxx. 19 ff; xlv30ff.; Lev. xvi. 4. To 

find denoted in a merely figurative sense (to the exclusion of 
baptism), with Calvin [Owen] and others, in accordance with 
Ezek. xxxvi, 25: the communication of the Holy Ghost; or, with 
Limborch, Ebrard, and others: the being cleansed from sins; or, 

with [Piscator andj Reuss: the blood of Christ (“Il s’agit ici, 
comme dans toute cette partie de l’épitre, du sang de Christ. 
C’est ce sang, qui nous lave mieux que l'eau des Lévites ”) ; or, 
with Schlichting: “Christi spiritus et doctrina, seu spiritualis 

1 A third mode of combining, followed by Hofmann (Schriftbew. II. 2, 2 Aufl. 
p- 178 f.), according to which tfgavricuives is separated by a full stop from that 
which precedes, and is conjoined with xarizwu:y, will—since thereby the 
harmonic clause-formation of the whole delicately-arranged period, vv. 19-23, 
is rudely shattered—hardly meet with approval on any side. The period so 
euphoniously commenced would be lacking in the appropriate conclusion, the 
supposed new clause in the appropriate beginning, 
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illa aqua, qua suos perfundit Christus, ipsius etiam sanguine 
non excluso,” we are forbidden by the addition of To capa, 
which implies likewise the reminiscence of an outward act. — 
xafape@| that which 7s pure, and in consequence thereof also 
makes pure. — KaTXyopev THY Omoroylay THs éAmibos akdui | 
let us hold fast the confession of hope as an unbending, unswerving 
one. — KkaTéyouev] inasmuch as the opworoyia became at once, 
with baptism, the possession of believers. —7T7v opodoyiar] 
may here be taken actively (the confessing of the hope), but it 
may also be taken passively (the confession which has as its 

subject the Christian’s hope). — aA] stronger than PeBaiar, 
ili. 6, 14.— motos yap 6 érayyetdapevos| for faithful (so 
that He keeps that which He promises; comp. 1 Cor. 1. 9, 
x. 13; 1 Thess. v. 24) ts He who has given the pronvises 

(namely, God). Ground of encouragement for the caréyeuv. 
Vv. 24, 25. Progress from that which the Christian has to 

do with regard to himself, to that which he has to do with 

regard to his fellow-Christians. — cai xatavo@pev addpAovs] 
and let us direct our view to each other (comp. ili. 1), so that 
we may endeavour to emulate the good and salutary which we 
discover in our neighbour, and, on the other hand, to put away 
the bad and hurtful in ourselves and him. Jor limiting the 
expression, with Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Michaelis, 
ad Pierc., Bleek, and others, to the first-named particular, no 

reason exists; since the positive efs mapoEvopov x.T.r. is yet 

followed by the negative pay éyxatadelrovtes K.T.X. — Els 
mapotvopov aydrns Kal Kahav Epywv] that incitement to love 
and good works may arise therefrom. — wapoEvopos] Acts 
xv. 39; Deut. xxix. 38; Jer. xxxii. 37, and elsewhere in the 
bad sense: <wvitation, 2.e. embittering. Here, however, as 

occasionally with the classic writers, the verb is used (comp. 
Xen. Memor. iii. 3.13: "ANa pv ovte edpwvia TocodTov 
Suahépovowy AOnvaior TOV dAXwV, OUTE TopaTaV peyeler Kai 
foun, doov hirotiyuia, rep padiota Twapokvver Tpos Ta 
Kara Kal évtipa; Thucyd. vi. 88, al.) in the good sense. 
— ayarn] brotherly love, and kara épya, the single mani- 

festations thereof. 
Ver, 25. Mi éyxatarelrovtes thy éemicvvayoyny éavTar, 

Kalas €Gos teotv] while not forsaking (ceasing to frequent), as 
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is the custom with some, our own assembly, and thereby, in con- 
nection with the already prevalent tendency to apostasy from 
Christianity, setting a pernicious example. — tiv émicuvayo- 
yiv éavtav] is taken by Calvin, Bohme, Bleek, and others as 

designation of the Christian congregation or Christian religious 

society itself, But in this case the only signification which 
could be attached without violence to éyxataXelresv would 

be that of apostasy from Christianity; to understand the 

expression, in that case, of the leaving to its fate of the Chris- 
tian church, sunk in poverty, peril, and distress, by the refusal 
of acts of assistance (Bohme), or of the escape from the claims 
of the church to the cherishing and tending of its members, 
by the neglecting of the common religious assemblies (Bleek), 
would not be very natural. We are prevented, however, from 
thinking of an actual apostasy from Christianity by the addi- 
tion kaO@s 005 Teciv, according to which the éycatanecrew 
was an oft-recurring act on the part of the same persons. 
THY éeTWLTUVaywynVy éauvTor, therefore, is best explained as: 

the assembling of ourselves, in order to be united together 

(comp. 2 Thess. ii. 1), de. our own religious assemblies. — 
éavT@v] has great emphasis; for otherwise the simple juov 
would have been written. It has its tacit opposition in the 
alien, 2c. Jewish religious assemblies, and contains the indica- 

tion that the ztevés gave the preference to the frequenting of 
the latter.— adXad wapaxandodvtes]| sc. éavtovs (comp. iii. 13) 
or adAjAous, which is easily supplemented from the foregoing 
éavTav: but animating one another, namely, to the uninter- 

rupted frequenting of our own Christian assemblies. Quite 
unsuitably, Hofmann (Schriftbew. II. 2, 2 Aufl. p. 379) would 
supply in thought to wapaxadobdvtes, as its object: Thy émicv- 

vayoynv. — Kal tocott padrXrgov dow Bré€meTe eyyifoucay 
Tv npepav| and that so much the more, as ye see the day uself 

drawing nigh. Reinforcing ground of obligation to the mapa- 
Kanetv. — Bré7reTe] The transition from the first to the second 
person plural augments the significance of that which has been 
remarked, since the author can appeal to the verdict of the 
readers themselves for the truth thereof. — The %épa is the 
day kav’ éEoxv, the day of the coming in of the Parousia of 
Christ, which the author thinks of as quite near at hand 



376 TIIE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS. 

(comp. ver. 37), and which the readers themselves already 
saw drawing nigh in the agitations and commotions which 
preceded the Jewish war, such as had already begun to 
appear. 

Vv. 26-31. In the éyeatarelrew thy éricuvaywyny EavTov, 
ver. 25, there was manifested a lukewarmness in Christianity, 
which might lead to apostasy therefrom. In warning notes, 
therefore, the author points out that the man who knowingly 
slights recognised Christian truth, and sins against it, will 
infallibly be overtaken by the punitive judgment of God. To 

be compared vi. 4—8. 

Ver. 26. ‘Exouciws yap duaptavoytar tov peta TO NaPetv 
TH eTriyvacw THs zdnOelas| For if we sin wilfully (ie. against 
our better knowledge and conscience) after having received the 

certain knowledge of the truth ; so that we become recreant to 
Christianity (comp. ver. 29), to which the éyxataXel(rew Typ 
emicuvaywynv éav7@v forms the dangerous preliminary step. 

The €xovolws dpaptavovtes are the opposite of the 
ayvoodvtTes Kal TNav@pevot, v. 2, and the participle present 
indicates the continuous or habitual character of the action. 
—7 ad7Gera is the truth absolutely, as this has been revealed 

by Christianity. The éwéyva@ocs of this absolute truth, how- 
ever, embraces, along with the recognition thereof by the 
understanding, also the having become conscious of its bliss- 
giving effects in one’s own experience. Comp. vi. 4, 5.— 
OUKETL Tepl duapTiayv aTrodelreTat Ovola] there remains in 
relation to sins, v.e. for the expiation thereof, no more sacrifice ; 

inasmuch, namely, as the sin-cancelling sacrifice of Christ, the 
communion of which we then renounce, is a sacrifice which 

takes place only once, is not further repeated, while at the 

1 The assertion of Kurtz, that, if this remark were true, the author would be 

expressing ‘‘a dogma in its consequences truly subversive, and destructive of 
the whole Christian soteriology,” inasmuch as it would ‘‘imperatively follow 
therefrom, that even under the New Covenant only those who transgressed 
from ignorance and error could find forgiveness with God for Christ’s sake, 
while all who had been guilty of a conscious and intentional sin must beyond 
hope of deliverance fall victims to the judgment of everlasting damnation,” is a 
precipitate one, since the special limitation within which the expression éxovciws 
éuaprévay Was used was naturally afforded to the reader, quite apart from the 

investigation already preceding at vi. 4 ff., even from our section itself. 
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same time the Levitical sacrifices are unable to effect the 
cancelling of sins. Bengel: Fructus ex sacrificio Christi 
semper patet non repudiantibus; qui autem repudiant, non 

aliud habent. 
Ver. 27. BoBepa 6é tus exdoy7) Kpicews] sc. amodelretar: 

but there remains indeed, etc. The dodeurropuevoy is of two 

kinds, something subjective (@oBepd ... Kpicews) and some- 
thing objective (updos . . . brevaytiovs).— poBepa éxdoyn 
Kpicews| denotes not “a terrible banquet of judgment,” as 
Ewald strangely translates it, nor is it any hypallage in the 
sense of éxdoyn Kpicews hoBepas, as Jac. Cappellus, Heinrichs, 
and Stengel suppose, and to which the choice is left open by 
Wolf. The terribleness is transferred to the subjective domain 
of the expectation. For one who has sinned against better 
light and knowledge, even the expectation of the divine judg- 
ment is something terrible. — qofepa tis] an exceedingly 
terrible one. On the tes, added with rhetorical emphasis to 
adjectives of quality or quantity, comp. Kihner, II. p. 331; 
Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 160.— xpiots] is used here, too, 
as ix. 27, quite without restriction, of the divine judgment in 
general. That this will be a punitive judgment is not indicated 
by the word ; it only follows from the connection. — In the 
second member the emphasis rests upon the preposed wupos, 
on which account also the case of the following participle 
conforms itself to this, not to ¢jAos. We cannot, therefore, 

with Luther and others, combine together mupos fXos in a 
single notion (“fiery zeal,” sc. of the divine wrath). The wip 
is personified, and in such way a €7Xos, a fury, «scribed to 

the same. There was probably present to the mind of the 
author in connection with the last member, LXX. Isa. 

xxvi. 11: Gros Nppetar Aadv amaidevtToy Kal viv Tip Tovs 
ttrevavtious edeTat.— Tovs Umevavtious] the adversaries. The 
empiric usage of the term forbids our attaching to it, with 
Braun and Paulus, on account of the do, the notion of secret 

foes. See Meyer on Col. ii. 14, 4 Aufl. p. 331. 
Vv. 28,29. That in reality the consequences of an éxovalws 

duapTavew peTa TO AaBEly THv eriyrwow THS adnOelas are sO 
terrible as was asserted at ver. 27, the author renders evident 

by a conclusion @ minore ad majus. Apostasy from the 
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Mosaic law itself is punishable with death; how much greater 
thus must be the punishment of him who, by apostasy from 
Christ, has treated with contumely the Son of God, of whose 
redeeming benefits he has already had experience! With the 
conclusion in vv. 28, 29 we may compare, as regards the 

thoughts, 11. 2, 3, xii. 25; as regards the form, however, the 

utterances just noticed differ from that before us, in the 
respect that there the first member of the comparison appears 

as a hypothetical premiss, here as an independent statement. 
abeticas Tis vopov Mwicéws x.7.r.] He who has set at nought 
the Mosaic law, has in opposition to his better knowledge and 
conscience violated or broken it, dies, without any one com- 

passionating him, wpon the deposition of two or three witnesses. 
Although death was imposed as the punishment for many 
single transgressions of the Mosaic law (Ex. xxi. 15 ff, 
xxx1. 14; Lev. xvi. 14; Deut. xxii. 22 ff, al.), yet the author 

certainly has reference, as is evident from the addition: ézt 
dual 1) Tpioly uaptvoy, and as is required also by the parallel 
relation to ver. 29, quite specially to the ordinance, Deut. 
xvii. 2-7 [cf. also Num. xv. 30, 31], in conformity with which 
the punishment of death was inflicted upon the man who, by 
idolatry, apostatized from Jehovah. Comp. lc. ver. 6, LXX.: 
émt Ovol paptvow } emt tpicl uaptuow arrobavettar. — éri] 
as ix. 17: upon condition that two or three witnesses depose 
against him. 

Ver. 29. Of how much more severe punishment, think ye, will 

he be counted worthy, who, ete. — With Soxeite the author 
leaves the decision to the readers, inasmuch as on the question 

how this will be given, no doubt whatever can prevail. — 
akwwOjcerat] sc. by God at the judgment. — tcpwpia in the 
N. T. only here. — 6 xataratncas| who has trodden under foot, 
as though it were a contemptible, useless thing. A strong 
expression. Designation of the bold contemning and insulting 
of Him who is nevertheless the Son of God, and with whom 

one has become personally acquainted as the Redeemer. — 70 
aia Tis StaOnxns] the blood of the covenant, i. the blood 
which Christ shed for the sealing of the New Covenant for 
the redemption of mankind. Comp. ix. 15 ff. — xowvov] either: 
as common, ordinary blood, not distinguished in any respect 
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from other blood (Peshito, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Clarius, 
Beza, Schlichting, Bengel, Schulz, Stuart, Bleek, Stein, de 

Wette, Bloomfield, Bisping, Delitasch, Alford, and others), or— 

what is better, because stronger, and on that account more in 

accord with the other statements—as impure (Vulgate, Luther, 

Grotius, Carpzov, Michaelis, Chr. Fr. Schmid, Storr, Bohme, 

Tholuck, Ebrard, Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. p. 769 ; 
Maier, Moll, Kurtz, and others), ze. as the blood of a trans- 

gressor, which Christ must be, if He was not the Son of God 
and the Redeemer. — év 6 ajyac@n] contrasting addition to 
Kowov nynodmevos, and paronomasia: by the communion with 

which he was nevertheless sanctified, or: the sanctifying efficacy 
of which he has nevertheless felt in his own person. — Kat TO 

Tvebua THS yapitos evuBpicas] and has done despite to the 
Spirit of Grace, se. by scorn and mockery of the wondrous 
unfolding of that Spirit’s power in the life of the Christians. 
The compound form évuSpifew tive or ti, found, apart from 

the poets (Soph. Phil. 342), only with the later Greeks. In 
the N. T. a daa& Neyopuevov.— 70 tvedpa Ths xaprtos] the 
Holy Spirit, who is a gift of the divine grace. 

Ver. 30. The yetpovos a&iwOncetat tyswwpias, ver. 29, is a 
matter for the most serious consideration. This the declara- 
tions of God Himself in the Scriptures prove. — oidapev yap 
tov eirovta| for we know Him who hath spoken, te. we know 
what it means when God makes predictions like those which 
follow. — The first utterance is without doubt from Deut. 
xxxu. 35. It deviates from the Hebrew original (ody DP3 »), 
but still more from the LXX. (év jpépa exducnoews avta- 
modw@aw); on the other hand, it agrees to so great an extent 
with Paul’s mode of citing the same in Rom. xii. 19, that 
even the Aéyer Kvptos, which is wanting in Deuteronomy, is 

found in both these places. This agreement arises, according 
to Bleek, de Wette, Delitzsch, and Reiche, Comm. Crit. p. 97 

(comp. also Bohme), from a deriving of the citation from the 
Epistle to the Romans; while according to Meyer (at Rom. 
xu. 19, 2, 5, and 4 Aufl.) the identical words: éyo avta- 

Todwow, are to be traced back to the paraphrase of Onkelos 
(Obes N2N}) as the common source employed by Paul and the 
author of the Epistle to the Hebrews. Yet with much greater 
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probability is the coincidence to be explained by the supposi- 
tion that the utterance, in the form adopted here as with Paul, 

had become proverbial. This was also the later view of Meyer 
(see Meyer on fom. xii. 19, 5 Aufl. p. 551 f.). — The second 

utterance: xpive? xUptos Tov Aaov adTod, attached by 
means of cat waXevp (i. 5, ii. 13), is found in like form, Deut. 
xxxii, 56 and Ps. exxxv. 14. This xpivery tov RXadv 
avTov has, in the mind of the author of the epistle, the 
general signification of the holding of judgment upon His 
people, so that the recreant members among the same will 
not be able to escape punishment. Different is the sense of 
the original: He shall do justice for His people. Delitzsch, it 
is true, who is followed therein by Maier, Kluge, Moll, and 

Hofmann, will not acknowledge such diversity of the sense. 
But he is able to remove such diversity only, in that—mani- 

festly led thereto in the interest of a mistaken harmonistic 
method—he foists upon the author of the epistle the state- 
ment: “the Lord will do justice for His church, and punish 
its betrayers and blasphemers;” a statement of which the 
first half—as opposed to the grammatical meaning of Kpivew, 
as well as to the connection with ver. 26, since this latter 

leads of necessity not to the idea of rendering justice to any 
one, but exclusively to the idea of punitive judgment—is 
only arbitrarily imported. 

At ver. 31 the whole train of thought, vv. 26-30, is 
briefly summed up, and with this the warning brought to a 

close. Svarful is tt to fall into the hands of the living God, 
z.e. to fall a victim to the divine punitive judgment. Comp. 
Matt. x. 28; Luke xii. 4, 5.— €urimtesy eis yetpas 
Kuptov occurs also with the LXX. 2 Sam. xxiv. 14, 
1 Chron. xxi. 13, Ecclus. ii. 18, but is there used in the 

mild sense, in that it is opposed to falling into the hands of 
men. Bengel: Bonum est incidere cum fide; temere terri- 
bile. — @e0d Savros] see at ili. 12. 

Vv. 52-59. There follows after the warning an arousing. 
Mindful of the Christian manliness which the readers had 
displayed in former days, they are not to lose Christian 
joyfulness, but rather with patience to persevere in the 
Christian life; for only quite a short time will now elapse 
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before the return of Christ and the coming in of the promised 
fulness of blessing. Comp. vi. 9 ff.— Theodoret: ’“Eecé1) 
d€ TadTa ikava Hv avtovs avidcat, OALywplay aiviTTomeva Kal 
TOV Oelwy apérELav, KEpdvYUTL TOY ElpnwevwY TO avoTNpOY TH 

uvnun Tov Hon KatopOwpévwy. Ovdév yap o'tws els mpoOvmiay 
Sueyelpel, WS THY oikelwy KaTopOwpaTav wynun. — Of the facts 

themselves, of which mention is made vv. 32-34, nothing 
further is known from other sources. That the author, as 

Bleek, II. 2, p. 707, thinks possible, had before his mind “the 

whole first period of the Christian church at Jerusalem, in 
which the church still held firmly together, and particularly 
the persecutions which preceded and followed the martyrdom 
of Stephen,” is hardly to be supposed. For only in a very 
indirect way could praise be bestowed upon the recipients of 
the Epistle to the Hebrews for their behaviour under these 
afflictions, seeing they formed a second generation of the 
Palestinian Christians, who, according to xii. 4, had as yet 

been spared persecutions having a bloody termination. 
Ver. 32. Dwticbevtes] after ye were illumined, ie. after ye 

had recognised Christ as the Saviour of men, and ranked 
yourselves among His confessors. Comp. vi. 4. — anew] 
a word of the later Greek style, in the N. T., however, a 

ama& Aeyouevoy, combines with raOnpatwv into a single 
idea: contest of sufferings. Chrysostom: oxy dmda@s elev 
aOhnow wmepeivate, GAR peTa TpoaOrjKns TOD TOARZ}D. 
Kai ov« eire retpacpovs, adda aOXAnow, STrep eotlv éyKwpiou 
ovopa Kat étraivey peyictwy.— vTopévery| to sustain, here 
with the subsidiary notion of stedfastness and unweariedness. 

Ver. 33. Totro pév... Todto dé] on the one hand... on 
the other; partly ... partly. A genuinely Greek formula 
(comp. Wetstein ad loc.). In the N. T. only here. — rodro 
pev overdicmois Te Kal Orirpeow Ocarpitopevor] in that, on 
the one hand, by conditions of infamy (xi. 26, xiii. 13) and by 
tribulations, ye were made a spectacle (were exposed publicly 
to reviling). ovesdsopoé (belonging to the later period of 
the Greek language; see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 512) has 
reference to the assaults upon honour and good name, 

OXirevs to assaults upon the person (the life) and outward 
possessions. — @eatpiouevor] comp. 1 Cor, iv. 9: Oéarpov 
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eyevnOnuev TA KOTLw Kal ayyédos Kat avOpwrots. The verb 
only here and with the Church Fathers. — todto dé Kowwyvoi 
... yevnGévres] and, on the other hand, ye became associates 
(fellow-sufferers) ... sc. by the administering of consolation, 
and by efforts for the alleviation of their sufferings. xowwvot 
yevnbévtes is elucidated by ouvera@jzate, ver. 34, thus 
alludes equally as the first half of the sentence to historic 
facts. Arbitrarily therefore Ebrard: the expression indicates 
that the readers, “by the act of their conversion, had become 
once for all associates in that community, of which they 
knew that it thus fared, or was thus wont to fare with it.” 

—Tov ovTws avactpepouévor] of those who were in such 
condition (sc. év Ordberw Kat ovedscuois). Kypke, Storr, 
Bohme, Kuinoel, and others supplement the otrws from the 
ToAdny dOrAnow wrrepeivate TaOnpator, ver. 32: of those who 
thus walked, te. sustained with great stedfastness the contest 
of sufferings. In favour of this interpretation the authority 

of the ordinary Biblical use of dvactpébec@ar may no doubt 
be urged. Since, however, woAdqv dOAnow vmepewarte 
TaOnuatov, ver. 32, is the general statement, which after- 

wards, ver. 33, separates into two special subdivisions by 
means of tTodTo pey... TovTO Sé, so ovTws in the second 
member can only refer back to the immediately foregoing 

characterization in the first member. 
Ver. 34. Confirmatory elucidation of ver. 33, and that in 

such form that cal... ocuvverajcate corresponds to the 
latter half of ver. 33, and «al... mpocedéEacbe to the former 
half thereof.— «at yap tois Secplors cvveradjcate] for ye 
had both compassion (iv. 15) on the prisoners, in that ye 
bestowed upon them active sympathy. — «al ty apraynv 
Tov UTapxovTav buav «.7.r.] and also accepted (comp. xi. 35) 
with joy the plundering of your goods, with joy, or willingly 

submitted to it. Wrongly Heinrichs, according to whom 
mpoodéyecOat here expresses, at the same time, the idea of 
“exspectare” and of “recipere,” so that we have to translate: 

“ye looked for it.” —ywocxovtes éxew Eavtois xpetttova 

UmapEw Kai pévovcav] indication of motive for Kat tiv 

dprayyy K.T.r.: knowing that ye have for yourselves (as your 

true possession) a better property (Acts il. 45), and that an 
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abiding one, namely, the spiritual, everlasting blessings of 
Christianity, of which no power of the earth can deprive you. 
Comp. Matt. vi. 20; Luke xu. 33. 

Ver. 35, Exhortation deduced from vv. 32-34. The self- 
sacrificing zeal for Christianity displayed in the past ought to 
animate the readers to a joyful maintenance of the same 
likewise in the present, since of a truth this very stedfastness 
in zeal leads to the longed-for goal. — a7roPadrew] here not 
the involuntary losing (Jac. Cappellus, Losner, and others), 
but the voluntary casting from one, or letting fall away (comp. 

Mark x. 50), as though it were a question only of a worthless, 

useless thing; m2 dmoBaddAew thus the same as Karéyew, 
ver. 23, iii. 6, 14, and xpareiv, iv. 14, vi. 18.— THv wappn- 

ciav vuov! your joyful confidence, sc. towards Christ as your 

Saviour, The free, courageous confession of Christianity 
before the world, of which Beza, Grotius, and others under- 

stand the expression, is only the consequence of the wappyoia, 
which here, too, as ver. 19, il. 6, iv. 16, denotes a frame of 

the mind. — frus] which of a truth. Introduction of a well- 
known, indisputable verity. — weyadynv pcOarrodociay] great 
rewarding retribution (see at ii. 2), namely, the promised 
everlasting blessedness (ver. 36).— The present éyes, although 
the prcPazrodocia is as yet something future, of the undoubted 
certainty of its containing in itself, or having as a consequence. 

Ver. 36. Justification of the foregoing exhortation 2) azro- 
Badrnte. It is true the readers have already distinguished 

themselves by Christian manliness; but what is needing to 
them in order to reach the goal is stedfastness and perse- 
verance, since they are beginning to grow lukewarm in 
Christianity. wopovis is therefore, as the principal notion, 
emphatically prefixed. — 70 @éAnpa tod Oeod] that which God 
wills, or requires, 4c. IM accordance with the context: not 
merely the having become believers in Christ, but also the 
stedfast continuance in faith unto the end. Theophylact: 
Oénwa Ocod TO aype TéAovs Urropetvar, Against the connec- 
tion Bleek: to OéAnpa Tod Oeod is “the sanctification of men 
by the sacrifice of the Son of God” (vv. 7, 9, 10), and con- 
sequently the zovety thereof the willing submission to be 
sanctified by the Redeemer. Too general the acceptation of 
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Tholuck (similarly Stein and others): “the regulation 
[Normirung] of the life in accordance with the divine will,” 
without further limitation, is that which is meant. — vou)- 
cavtes| refers not to that which, according to ver. 32 ff., has 
already been accomplished by the readers (Bengel); nor does 
it denote something simultaneous with the xopuifec@ar, or 
rather without regard to time therewith coinciding (Delitzsch, 
Alford) ; it is employed in a strictly aoristic sense, and points 
on to the future, inasmuch as the zrovjoae must already 
have become a completed fact, before the cowifer@at, as yet 
belonging to the future, can be realized.— tv émayyediav | 
the promise, te. that which is promised, the promised ever- 
lasting blesseduess. 

Vv. 37, 38. Ground of encouragement to the tbzropuovn, of 

which the readers stood in need, expressed with a free 
application of the words of Hab. 11. 3, 4, according to the 
LXX. Continuance is necessary for the readers, and that 
continuance, indeed, only for a short time, since the return of 

Christ is to be looked for within a very short space of time, 
and then to those who have persevered in the faith everlasting 
life will be the portion conferred ; the apostates, on the other 
hand, shall be overtaken by destruction. — The words érze 
yap pixpov dcov bcov are not a constituent part of the 
citation, but proceed from the author himself.-— psxpov dcov 
écov] is found Isa. xxvi. 20, and signifies literally: a little, 
how much, how much! ze. a very, very little, or @ very short 
time. poexpov (John xiv. 19, xvi. 16 ff.) is nominative,—not 
accusative to the question when, as is supposed by Bleek (but 
only in his larger Comm. ; otherwise in his later Vorleswngen, 
p. 417), Bisping, Alford, and Hofmann, as also Meyer on 
John xiii, 33,—and nothing more than éotiy is to be supple- 
mented to the same (see Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 544). 
The reduplication of the écov, however, serves for the 

significant strengthening of the notion. To be compared 
Arvistoph. Vesp, 213: té ob« arexounOnpev bcov boov atid; 
Arrian, Indic, xxix. 15: ddtyou 6 adtav aTeipovoww dcov 
éoov THs yopns. See Hermann, ad Viger. 726. —o épxopevos 
n&ec Kat od ypovet] and then He that cometh will come, and 

” will not delay. —LXX. le. ver. 3: Sc07e éte Gpacis eis Karpov 



CHAP. X. 58 385d 

Kal davateret eis mépas Kal ovK els Kevov' eav batepnon, 
Uropewvov avdtov, Ott épyomevos HEer Kat ov wy Xpovion. 
In the sense of the prophet, the discourse is of the certain 
fulfilment of the prophecy regarding the overthrow of the 
Chaldees. The LXX., however, wrongly translated the words, 
and as the €pyowevos looked upon either God or the Messiah, 
of whom also the later Jewish theologians interpreted the 
passage (see Wetstein ad loc.). Of the Messiah the author of 
the Epistle to the Hebrews also understands the expression, 
and therefore adds the article o to épyouevos. In like 
manner 6 é€pxyomevos appears, Matt. xi. 3, Luke vii. 19, as 
a current appellation of the Messiah (based upon Dan. vii. 13; 
Zechsix (9); Mali iii. 1 = Ps. ixl.S) ['7)}) exviil..'26)." ‘Only’ m 
the instances mentioned the jist appearing of the Messiah 
upon earth is intended, whereas in our passage (as also very 

frequently by épyeo@as elsewhere in the N. T., eg. 1 Cor. 
xi 26; Acts 111; Matt. xvi. 27, 28; John xxi 22, 23) 
the return of Christ, as of the Messiah crucified upon earth 
and exalted to heaven, for the consummation of the kingdom 
of God, is that which is referred to. Arbitrarily Carpzov, 

Heinrichs, Bloomfield, Ebrard, and others: a coming jor the 
destruction of Jerusalem is here to be thought of. 

Ver. 38. Continuation of the citation, yet so that the author 
adduces the two clauses of Hab. 11. 4 in inverted order. For 
in the O. T. passage the words read: éav brooteidyntat, ovK 
evdoKel 9 wpuxy pov év avT@ oO bé Sixavos ex TicTews pov 
[o dé Sikaids pov ex mictews] Sncerar. The transposition is 
intentional, in order to avoid the supplying of the subject 
0 €pxopevos to brocTelAnTar, —- 0 dé SiKkatos pov ex TicTEws 
Sjcetar] my (of God, not of Christ: Riehm, Lehrbegr. des 
febriéerbr. p. 621, Obs.) righteous one (the devout man belong- 
ing to me), however, shall live by faith. é« wictews, namely, 
is, in the sense of the author of the epistle, to be referred to 
Enoerat. To conjoin it here, too, as Rom. i. 17 and Gal. 
ili. 11, with Séeavos (so Baumgarten, Schulz, Bohme, Kuinoel, 
Klee, Stengel, a/.), is inadmissible, because, according to the 
connection, the design is not to state by what any one becomes 
dixavos, but by what he will obtain the éaayyeXéa, or, 
what is the same thing, the #7) aiwvcos. The notion of the 

Mryer.—HEs. 2B 
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miortes here closely attaches itself to the Hebrew 7228, The 
meaning, in harmony with the conception prevailing elsewhere 
in the Epistle to the Hebrews, divergent from that of Paul, is 
the believing, faithfully enduring trust in God and His promises. 
The second member, cat éav vrocteiAntae x.T.r., has been 
misunderstood by the LXX. In the Hebrew: nbdey 37 
12 iva TIACND, behold, lifted up, not upright is his (se, the 
Chaldean’ ’s) soul in him. — éay vrogreihyrat] if so be that 
he with faint heart draws back. Comp. Gal. 11.12. In the 
application: if he becomes lukewarm in Christianity, and 
apostatizes from the same. wtzooteiintae does not stand 
impersonally ; nor have we, with Grotius, Maier, and others, 

to supply tis, or, with de Wette, Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 487 
(less decidedly, 5 Aufl. p. 427), and Buttmann, Gramm. des 
neutest. Sprachgebr. p. 117, to supplement from the foregoing 
o dikatos the general idea dv@pw7ros as subject. The subject 
is still the foregoing 6 d/kais pov. This is, moreover, placed 
beyond doubt, since dtcatos above is not to be taken in the 
narrower Pauline sense, but in the general sense of the devout 
man; he, however, who is in this sense diKacos, ceases by 

the wroctéhAec Gar to be a Sixasos. — 7 Wvy7} pov] wou has 
reference to God, not to Christ (Oecumenius, as likewise, but 

with hesitation, Theophylact, as more recently Riehm, /.c.), still 
less to the author of the epistle (Calvin: perinde accipiendum 
est, ac sl ex suo sensu apostolus proferret hance sententiam. 
Neque enim illi propositum fuit exacte recitare prophetae 
verba, sed duntaxat locum notare, ut ad propriorem intuitum 
invitaret lectores). 

Ver. 39. The author expresses his confidence that the 
readers and himself belong not to the class of men who, 

because they draw back from Christianity out of cowardly 
misgiving, fall a prey to destruction, but rather to the class 
of those who do not grow weary in the Christian faith, and 
therefore attain to life. This expression of confidence is in 
its essence an admonition, and indeed a more urgent one than 
though the direct form of exhortation had been chosen. — To 
éopév Grotius, Wolf, Carpzov, Heinrichs, and many others 

erroneously supplement téxva or vio. For etvas, with the 
mere genitive, is a well-known genuinely Greek manner of 
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expressing a relation of pertaining to a thing. See Bernhardy, 
Syntaz, p. 165; Kiihner, II. p. 167. — ets amoreav ... ets 
mepiToinaw fwAs| Corroborative allusion to the result of the 

two opposite lines of action. — ad7@Xera is everlasting per- 
dition, and wepemotnats yruxjs (comp. 1 Thess. v. 9: eds 
mepiToinow cwrTnplas) gaining of the soul, i.e. everlasting life 
and everlasting blessedness. Wrongly Ebrard: of the bodily 
deliverance from the judgment impending over Jerusalem, is 
the discourse to be understood. — Wuy%s, moreover, belongs 
simply to wepuroinow, not already, as Bohme and Hofmann 
will have it, to amwAevav, since only wepuroi., not also a7on., 

stood in need of an addition. 
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CHART E Rak 

VER. 3. 4 2x Qasnouévov] Instead thereof there is read in the 
Peshito: ex illis, quae non cernuntur; in the Vulgate: ex 
invisibilibus ; in Lat. D E: ex non apparentibus. These trans- 
lations, however, are a mere interpretative gloss, from which the 
actual existence of an early reading: é% uj Pasvowévwy, cannot 
at all be inferred. — The preference to the Recepta: ra Brere- 
eva, is merited by the reading ri BAeréwevor, commended to 
attention by Griesbach, adopted by Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. and 
Alford, approved also by de Wette, Tholuck, Delitzsch, and 
others. To be preferred partly on account of the better attesta- 
tion by means of A D* E* x, 17, It. Copt. Clem. Didym. Ath. 
Cyr. al., partly because a mutation from the singular into the 
plural was more naturally suggested than the opposite. — 
Ver. 4. Elz.: waprupotyros tal rots Owpors adrov sou dead. 

Instead of this, A D* 8* 17 have: waprupotvrog éai crore 

dwpors adrod r@ be@. Adopted by Lachm. But the thought: 
“in that Abel, in regard to his offerings, gave testimony to 
God,” would be unintelligible, and, moreover, incorrectly and 
unhappily expressed. Besides, since waprupotvrog xz.7.A.18 the un- 
mistakable nearer definition to zgwaprupqén, the context naturally 
points to God as the subject in paprupotvroc. Beyond doubt, 
therefore, 7% 4% arose only from the eye of the copyist wander- 
ing to the r® d«@ at the beginning of the verse. — In place of 
the Recepta ~ure?r as, Griesbach (who, however, attaches equal 
value to the Recepta), Bleek, Scholz, Tisch. Bloomfield, Delitzsch, 
Alford, Reiche rightly read %«A«z In favour of this is de- 
cisive, on the one hand, the important authority of A &, 17, 
23, 31, 39, al. mult., Syr. utr. Arabb. Copt. Armen. Slav. rec. 
Vulg. Clem. Orig. Athan. Nyss. Chrys. (in comment.) Epiphan. 
Austerius Damase. Chron. alex. Theodoret (in textu), Photius 
ms. Oecum. Theophyl., on the other hand, the wsus loguendi. 
For neither in taking AwA¢7ras in the middle sense, with Beza, 
Er. Schmid, Wolf, Carpzov, Baumgarten, nor yet in the passive: 
praedicatur, laudatur, in omnium ore est, with Jos. Scaliger, Lud. 
de Dieu, Wetstein, Heinrichs, Stengel, should we be warranted 
on linguistic grounds; quite apart from the fact that, in the 
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latter acceptation, the statement would be a very trivial one. — 
Ver. 5. Elz.: eipioxero. Better attested, however (by A D Ex, 
109, Epiphan.), is the form yipicxero, which is found likewise 
in the LXX. Gen. v. 24, in the Cod. Alex. Rightly adopted by 
Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. and Alford. — In place of the Recepta : 
ri¢ weradécews adrodv, we have to write, with Lachm. Bleek, 
Tisch. de Wette, Delitzsch, Alford, and others, after A D* x* 
17, 67** 80, Vulg. It. Copt., merely: ris weradéoews, and in 
place of the received form eiypecryxévas, with Lachm. Tisch. 1, 
2, and 7, Delitzsch, and Alford, the form better attested (by 
A K L, 46, 71, 73, al., Theophyl.) : etapeornxévas.— Ver. 8. 
Elz.: xarodmwevos. But A D (EK?) Vulg. It. Arm. Theodoret, 
Jer. Bed. have 6 zarovmevos. Approved by Mill. Rightly 
placed in the text by Lachm. and Tisch. 1.— The article +réy, 
inserted in the Recepta before réavov, we have, with Lachm. 
Bleek, Tisch. 1, 7, and 8, and Alford, after A D* &*, to delete; 
and, after A D* K, many min. Chrys. Damase. Theophyl., 
with Lachm. Tisch. 1, 2, and 7, and Alford, to write ¢wsAA¢v in 
place of the Recepta jmwerrne. — Ver. 9. xai rapuixnosy, Which 
D* E, together with their Latin translation, furnish in place of 
the Recepta: ciores tapaxyjeey, 1s a later corruption, Inasmuch 
as in ver. 9 a fresh evidence is given of the sors of Abraham. 
— is yay] Elz: sis rav yxy. But the article is wanting in 
A D** KL», very many cursives, with Damasc. and Oecum. 
It is suspected by Griesbach, rightly rejected by Lachm. Bleek, 
Tisch. Alford.— Ver. 11. xai cape xcspiv naming] Elz: xai 
Tapa xaipoy nainias erexey. But grexev is a later gloss, which 
is condemned by A D* s* 17, Vulg. It. Copt. Sah. Aeth. utr. 
Chrys. (codd.). It was already regarded as spurious by Beza, 
Grotius, Mill (Prolegg. 1355), Bengel ; and is rightly deleted by 
Griesbach, Knapp, Lachm. Scholz, Bleek, Tisch. Alford, and 
others. — Ver. 12. In place of the Recepta éyevv4dnouy, Lachm. 
Bleek, Delitzsch, and Alford read :yev4éq0a», which, on account 
of the stronger attestation by A D* K, 109, 219* al. (Vulg. 
It.: orti sunt), is to be preferred. — as 4 é¢u0z] So already the 
Editt. Complut. and Steph. 2, then Bengel, Griesbach, Matthaei, 
Knapp, Lachm. Scholz, Bleek, Tisch. Bloomfield, Delitzsch, 
Alford, and others. Elz.: ace) dwmoc. Against A D (* and ** 
and ***)' E K LR, 23, 37, 46, 47, al. mult., Chry s.(codd.) Damase. 
Oecum. Theophyl. — 4 capa rb ye?Aog] is Wanting in D* E, in 
their Latin translation, and in Aeth. utr. The origin of the 
omission is to be traced back to a mere error in writing, to 
which the resemblance of sound of the closing letters in guos 
and 77.0; gave occasion. — Ver. 13. In place of the Recepta a7 

1 D* 31: xubas 4%. 
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rAaBovrec, Lachm. reads w7 spocdsEduevor. But the Recepta 
is supported by the considerable authority of D E K L»*** 
almost all the cursives, Theodoret, and others ; while the reading 
of Lachm., probably arising from ver. 35, has only the testimony 
of A in its favour, and is devoid of meaning. For wpocdeEa- 
wevor could, in accordance with the usage prevailing else- 
where, only signify either the subjective having expected (having 
awaited), or the subjective having admitted. But neither of 
these meanings would be compatible with the statement of 
ver. 13, which would be suitably expressed only if spocdeEdwevor 
could be explained of the objective having received, what is 
never denoted by this verb. The reading w7 xowsodmevor In N* 
some cursives (17, 23* 39, a/.), and, with Chrys. (in comment.) 
Damasc. Theophyl. (adopted by Tisch. 8), was only called forth 
by the similar turn x. 36, x1. 39. — idévreg] Elz.: iédvre¢ zal 
rerodévres. But the addition za? rescdévres has almost all the 
witnesses (also 8) against it. It is found in only two or three 
cursives, and is an “explanatory gloss to doracduevor. Comp. 
Chrysostom : OUTW TEmEIoMevol Houy wepl auUTdy wo nal aowdoucbas 

ai’ras; Oecumenius: zai dorauckmevor’ seiobévres. eee 15. ¢é- 
Byow| Elz. Griesbach (who, however, has placed 22¢Syeu on the 
inner margin), Matthaei, Knapp, Scholz, Bloomfield : gH dov. 
Against A D* E* * 17, 73, 80, Athan. (ed. Bened.; edd. al.: 
e&<BAndnoay) Chron. alex. Damasc. — Ver. 16. viv 62] Elz. Matt. 
Bloomfield: vuy? 62 Against decisive witnesses (A D ER, 44, 
48, al. perm., Athan. Chrys. Theodoret, Oecum.). — Ver. 19. 
The Recepta éyzipes has the support of DEK L s, almost 
all min. Ons Chrys. Theodoret, Damasc. a/.; Lachm. and 
Tisch. 1 read, after A (yee), 17, 71, Cyr. Chron. alex.: éye7pau. 

: duvaréc; A D**: ddvaras Adopted by Lachm. into 
the text. — Ver. 20. In place of the Recepta vriore:, Lachm. 
Bleek, Tisch. 1, 2, 7, Alford have adopted wicre: xaé, after 
A D* 17, 23, 37, al., Vulg. It. Chrys. (but not in all mss. and 
editt.) Theodoret, Damasc. Sedul. Bede. Rightly. za might 
appear superfluous, and on that account was more likely to be 
omitted than added. — Ver. 23. Instead of the Recepta 6:4- 
rayue, Lachm. reads d¢y~a. But this reading is founded only 
in a conjectural manner upon A, inasmuch as all the letters of 
the word except the 6 have been torn away from the Codex. 
Apart from this, 6¢vyu« is found only in one cursive MS. of the 
twelfth century (Cod. 34). It is probably a gloss from Luke 
u. 1.— At the close of ver. 23, D* E (as also their Latin trans- 
lation, as well as three codd. of the Vulgate) further add the 
words: sors fal had Yevolhevos (Lwuons aviney Toy GIYUTTIOY KATAVOGY 

ryy TaTNwo sav ads.puv avrov, as to the spuriousness of which, 
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although Zeger and Mill (Prolegg. 496) held them to be genuine, 
no doubt can exist, even on account of the wivyas yevéuevos, ver. 24. 
mes are a complementary addition in contormity to Acts vil. 
3 ff. — Ver. 26. ray Aiyiarov] Elz.: rav év Aiyierw. Against 
D E K Ls (also against the later supplementer of B), a, 44, 
46, al. plur., Syr. utr. Copt. al., Clem. Euseb. al. Rejected by 
Griesbach, Matthaei, Knapp, Scholz, Bleek, Tisch. de Wette, 
Delitzsch, Alford, al. The ra» éy Aiytarou, adopted by Lachm,, 
after A and some cursives (3, 71), owes its origin to an uncom- 
pleted correction. — Ver. 28. Instead of the Recepta dAodpsumy, 
A D E, Damasc. have the more correct (oA¢épos) form 6/<- 
épsiwy, which is rightly preferred by Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. 
1, 2, 7, and Alford. — Ver. 29. Elz. has merely a¢ 6: Enpé&c. 
But, with Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. Delitzsch, and Alford, we have 
to add yis, after A D* Ex, 17, 31, 47, al., Chrys. Theodoret 
(cod.), and probably all the versions. Since y%s; was no neces- 
sary addition, it could easily get omitted. — Ver. 30. Recepta: 
iveoe. But, after A D* x, 17, 23, 31, a/., Chrys. ms., 2reoas (in 
favour of which, also, ¢reooy in 37, and ‘Chrys. ms., testifies) 1s 
to be looked upon as the original reading. Adopted by Lachm. 
Bleek, Tisch. Alford. Approved by Delitzsch. — Ver. 32. Elz. : 
éxireinver yap we. With Lachm. Tisch. 7 and 8, and Alford, 
after A D* 8, we have to transpose into: ér:Acinves ws yap. — 
In that which follows, the Recepta reads: zepi Tededv, Bupax 
ve zal Samay zai leQdde, Aavid re xai Saumouna.— Instead 

thereof, Lachm. reads (and so also Tisch. 1 and 8), as it also 
stands in the Codex Sinatticus: vepi Tedsav Bapax Sam pay 
Iegdde Aaveid re xai Sawouya. On internal grounds neither 
of these forms of the text commends itself. For, in the case of 
both, the persons here further mentioned would have been 
enumerated, in contradiction with the mode of proceeding 
hitherto observed, without regard to the chronology ; inasmuch 
as, historically, Barak was to have been mentioned before 
Gideon, Jephthah before Samson, Samuel before David. And 
yet the regularity with which each time the second name 
designates a person earlier in a chronological respect, points to 
an order of succession chosen with design. Observe, further, 
that in the last member, Auvid rz zai Sanaa there is nowhere 
found a variation with regard to the particles. There can thus 
hardly be room for doubt that the foregoing names also were 
originally arranged in groups of two. It appears, accordingly, 
the better course to retain the Recepta, with the two modifica- 
tions,—that, with D*, xa? Bapdéx is read in place of the mere 
Bapax; and then, with A, 17, Vulg. Copt. Arm. Clem. Cyr. Al. 
Epiphan. Ambr. Bede, the mere Seu dy is read instead of re 
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zal Sapmrpuv, (The xas before Iepddée 1s supported by D E K L, 
almost all cursives, Syr. a/., Chrys. Theodoret, Damasc. al.) 
Thus arises the text: vsp/ Tedsav xad Bupax, Yau bav xa? 

‘Tspéde, Aavid re xai Samovgja, and the sense is: “ of Gideon as 
well as of Barak, of Samson not less than of Jephthah, of David 
even as of Samuel.” In connection with this form of the text, 
the otherwise very strange breach in the chronological order 
disappears, since the discourse advances historically with the 
addition of each new double member; while, in the double 
members themselves, the mention of the later person before the 
earlier is justified by the mention on each occasion of those 
who are in point of time contemporaries, as also from the con- 
sideration of rhetorical effect. -— Ver. 34. After A D* 8, Lachm. 
has adopted waxaspns (and so also Tisch. 7 and 8) instead of 
the Recepta wayaipas, and, after A D* 8*: Zdurauwdnoay (so 
also Tisch. 8), in place of the Recepta: éveduvapmwdnoay. — 
Ver. 35. yuvaizes] Lachm. has, after A D* 8*: yuvatxas, what, 
however, rests upon a mere error in transcribing, and is to be 
rejected as meaningless. — Ver. 37. wayaipas] D* 8, Lachm. 
Tisch. 7 and 8: wayaipn:.— Ver. 38. The Recepta év épnwiars 
is attested by D E K L, min. Clem. Orig. (twice) Chrys. 
Theodoret, Damasce. a. Lachm. and Tisch. 7 and 8 read, with 
A®, 71, 73, 118, Orig. (once) Socrat.: ex? épnwiass, which, 
however, can have arisen only from an error of the copyist. — 
Ver. 39. Elz.: ray évayyersav. A, 80, Arab. Polygl. Lachm.: 
TaS ETAYYVEAIAS. 

Vy. 1-40." The author defines the nature of the mots 
which he requires of the readers, and then presents to them in 
chronological succession examples thereof from the days of old. 

Ver. 1. The definition. This is no scholastic, exhaustive 

one, but brings out only that element as the essence of the 
miotts, with which the author was here alone concerned ; 

inasmuch as, according to x. 35 ff, just the inner certainty of 
conviction with regard to the Christian hope, and the stedfast 
continuance in the same dependent thereon, was that which 
was lacking to the readers. The words: €otsv 6€ miatis 
éerTUComéevov UTogTacts, are to be taken together as a single 
statement, and weaypatav éXeyyos ov BrXeTOMEéVvwy forms 
an apposition to éAmfopévav vrootacis: “ faith, however, és 

1p. J. L. Huét, De antiquissimorum Dei cultorum, qui in epistolae ad Heb- 
raeos capite xi, memorantur, fide diversaeademque una, Lugd. Batay. 1824, 8, 

pp. 27-82. 
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a firm confidence in regard to that which is hoped for, a being 
convinced of things which are invisible.” IIto7is is accord- 
ingly subject ; éAmfomevwv broctacis, as well as mpaypatov 
éreyxos ov Bretropévon, predicate ; and éotev (which, standing 

at the beginning, is to be accentuated as the verbum substan- 

tivum, see Kiihner, I. p. 72) emphatically preposed copula, 
with the design of attaching to the presupposition, expressed 
x. 39, of wiotis as a quality present in the readers, the state- 
ment as to the nature and essence of this miotis. Quite 

similar is the use of €otvv in the beginning of the proposition, 
1 Tim. vi. 6: éotw 68& ropicpos péyas 7) edoéBea peta 
avtapxetas, and Luke viii. 11: éotw dé attn 1 tapaPonn. 
Grammatically admissible indeed, but to be rejected—because 
in that case a thought would be expressed which is not suggested 
by the connection, and, moreover, a truth in regard to which 

no contradiction whatever was to be expected on the part 
of the readers—is it when Bohme (as formerly also Winer, 
Gramm., 3 and + Aufl.; otherwise 5 Aufl. p. 70, 6 Aufl. p. 56, 

7 Aufl. p. 58 f.) will have éorw taken as a verb substantive, 
and tmootacts, as likewise éXeyyos, taken as apposition to 
miotis: “there is, however, a faith, a confidence,” etc. — 

mats] without an article, since the author will define the 
notion of mtotis in general, not exclusively the notion of 
specifically Christian faith. — trdatacis] is by many explained 
as “reality” (entity, Wesenheit), and placed on a par with 
ovata, substantia, essentia, and the like, which, however, is 

already proved to be inadmissible from the fact that the 
notion of “reality” cannot be immediately applied, but, in 
order to become fitting, must first be changed into that of an 
“endowing with reality,’ in such wise that one can then 
make out the sense: faith clothes things which are not yet 
at all present with a substance or real existence, as though 
they were already present. This mode of interpretation was 
followed by Chrysostom (ézrevd2) yap ta év éXmidt avuTOoTaTa 
eval Soxel, 1) TioTLs bTooTacwW avTois yapifeTar’ padXov 6, 
ov yaplferat AX’ avTo éotw ovcia a’tav' oiov ) avdctacis 
ov Tapayeyovey ovdé eotiv ev UToaTdcEl, GAN 7H éATIs Udi- 
oTnol avtTny év TH nmetépa Wy), Theodoret (Setxyvew ws 
Upectata Ta pndiTro yeyevnuéva), Oecumenius (riotis éotiv 
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avTn 1 Unootacis Kal ovcia Tov éATfopévwy TpayydTov' 
émreloy) yap Ta éy éA\ticw dvuTocTaTa eoTW ws Téws [1 
qTapovta, n TloTis ovcla TiS avT@Y Kal 7 UTOCTACLS yiveTat, 
elvat avTa Kal Tapeivat TpoToV Tid TapacKevatovca Sia TOD 

muotevery evar), Theophylact (ovciwows TOV pnw dvTwr Kal 
UTocTacls TV py UpectwTwv), by the Vulgate (substantia), 
by Ambrose, Augustine, Vatablus (rerum, quae sperantur, 

essentia), H. Stephanus (illud, quod facit, ut jam exstent, quae 
sperantur), Schlichting, Bengel, Heinrichs, Bisping, and others. 
— But likewise t7rocTaccs is not to be interpreted either 
by “fundamentum,” with Faber Stapulensis, Clarius, Schulz, 

Stein, Stengel, Woerner, and others, nor by “placing before 

one,’ with Castellio (dicitur eorum, quae sperantur, swbjectio, 

quod absentia nobis subjiciat ac proponat, efficiatque ut prae- 
sentia esse videantur, nec secus eis assentiamur, quam si 

cerneremus) and Paulus. For neither of the two affords in 
itself, without further amplification, a satisfactory, precise 

notion, quite apart from the fact that the last-mentioned 
signification can hardly be supported by the testimony of 
linguistic usage. — The alone correct course is consequently, 
with Luther, Cameron, Grotius, Wolf, Huét, Bohme, Bleek, 

de Wette, Tholuck, Ebrard, Bloomfield, Delitzsch, Riehm, 

Lehrbegr. des Hebrierbr. p. 702, Alford, Maier, Moll, and others, 

to take wroctacts, as at iii. 14 (vid. ad loc.), as inner con- 
fidence. — édrrifopevav] gen. objecti: of that (or: with regard 
to that) which is still hoped for, has not yet appeared in an 

actual form. The main emphasis in the predicate rests upon 

éAmLCom vw, as also upon the concluding words, correspond- 
ing in apposition thereto, ov BXeropévav. — Tpaypuator | 
belongs to ov BAerouevwv. The conjoining with érmifouevav 
(Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Estius, Bohme, Woerner, and others) 

deprives the two halves of the proposition of their rhythmical 
symmetry. — mpaypwat@v édeyxos ov BreTroméevar] a being con- 
vinced (in mind or heart) of things which are invisible, ve. a 

firm inner persuasion of the existence of unseen things, even 
as though they were manifest to one’s eyes. éXeyyos here 
expresses not the active notion of the convincing or assuring 
(Delitzsch, Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. p. 703 ; Moll, Hof- 

mann), but, corresponding to the notion of the forementioned 
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imooracts, indicates the result of the éA¢yyev (comp. 1 Cor. 
xiv. 24), as Aoyos that produced. by the NEyew, Tos that 
effected by the rvarewv, etc. To be rejected as unsuitable 
are the explanations: Proof, argumentum (Vulgate, Ambrose, 
Schlichting, Wolf, Heinrichs, and others) ; ¢ndiciwm (Erasmus) ; 
demonstratio (Calvin, H. Stephanus, Jac. Cappellus, Bengel, 
Alford, al.) ; apprehensio (Clarius); “a@ certain assurance, gua- 
vantee” (Stein), and many others. od BXeropeva, however, 

on account of the objective negation, combines together into 
the unity of notion “ invisible,’ and is a more general charac- 
terization than éXwufopeva. While the latter is restricted 
to that which is purely future, the former comprehends at the 
same time that which is already present, and denotes in 
general the supra-sensuous and heavenly. — Calvin: Nobis 
vita aeterna promittitur, sed mortuis; nobis sermo fit de 
beata resurrectione, interea putredine sumus obvoluti; justi 
pronuntiamur, et habitat im nobis peccatum; audimus nos 
esse beatos, interea obruimur infinitis miserlis; promittitur 

bonorum omnium affluentia, prolixe vero esurimus et sitimus ; 
clamat Deus statim se nobis adfuturum, sed videtur surdus 

esse ad clamores nostros. Quid fieret, nisi spel inniteremur, 

ac mens nostra praelucente Dei verbo ac Spinitu per medias 
tenebras supra mundum emergeret ? 

Ver. 2. Justification of the characteristics mentioned, ver. 1, 

as those that are essential to the faith. Just this quality of 
faith was it by which the Old Testament saints were dis- 
tinguished, and on that account became objects of the divine 
satisfaction and the divine favour. — év tavty] not equivalent 
to da tavrns (Luther, Vatablus, Calvin, Schlichting, Jac. 
Cappellus, Grotius, Bengel, Bohme, and the majority; comp. 

vy. 4, 39), or: ob eam (Wolf and others), or: touching faith, in 
point of faith (de Wette, Tholuck, Moll); but: zn possession of 
a faith so constituted (Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 362, Obs.; 
Bleek, Bloomfield, Kurtz). — paptupeto@ar] to obtain a testi- 
mony, and that according to the connection, a good, commenda- 

tory testimony, whether by words or deeds. Oecumenius: 
EuaptupnOncayv vio Oeod evnpertnKxevar av’Ta. — ot tpecBU- 
tepot| the ancients (Schulz: the early ancestors), te. the fore- 
fathers under the Old Covenant; with the accessory idea of 
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venerableness. A like name of honour, as elsewhere (i. 1, ai.) 
; , 

Ol TATEPES. 

Ver. 3. The author is on the point of proving out the truth 
of ver. 2, in a series of historic instances from the Holy Scrip- 
tures of the O. T., when the thought forces itself upon him 
that the very first section of that sacred book of Scripture 
relates a fact of which the reality can only be recognised by 
means of faith. He first of all, therefore, calls attention to 

this fact, before proceeding, in ver. 4, to the designed enumera- 
tion of those historic examples. Certainly not very aptly, 
since ver. 3 cannot, as ver. 4 ff, serve in proof of the asser- 

tion, ver. 2, but, on the contrary, introduces into the exa- 

mination something heterogeneous in relation to ver. 4 ff. 
For ver. 3 shows only the necessity for wiotis on our part in 
regard to a fact belonging to the past and recorded in Scrip- 
ture; ver. 4 ff. there are placed before our eyes as models 

historic persons in whom the virtue of wiotis, so constituted 
as the author demands it of his readers, was livingly present. 
This judgment, that ver. 3 forms a heterogeneous insertion, is 
pronounced, indeed, by Delitzsch, to whom Kluge and Moll 
have acceded, an “unfair one.” But the counter observation 

of Delitzsch: “the author had already at ver. 2, in connec- 
tion with of rpeoSvrepot, and particularly in connection with 
€uaptupyOnoar, the O. T. Scripture before his mind; so that 
the statement, although sounding thus personal, is equivalent 
to the proposition that the O. T. Scripture concedes no recog- 
nition to any mode of life which lies not within the province 
of faith,” labours under the defect of logical deliquescence ; it 
is a mere rationalizing of the words of ver. 2, simply and 
clearly preposed as the theme for that which follows. — 
mioret| Dat. instrumentalis: by virtue of faith. — voodpev] we 
discern. voetv is the inner perception, accomplished by means 
of the vods. Comp. Rom. i. 20.— KxatnpricOar] has been 
prepared (comp. LXX. Ps. lxxiv. 16, Ixxxix. 38). More 
expressive than if wemoijobat had been written. It repre- 

sents the having been created at the same time as a having been 
placed in a completed or perfect condition [xiii. 21].— Tovs 
ai@vas| the world; see at i. 2.— pynyate Geod] by the word 
(or authoritative command) of God. Reference to the repeated : 
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«And God said,’ Gen. i. Comp. 2 Pet. iii. 5; LXX. Ps. 

Xxxlil. 6, exlviii. 5. Philo, de sacrif. Abel. et Cain. p. 140 D 

(with Mangey, I. p. 175): ‘O yap Oeds réyov awa érroien, 
pndev petakd audoty tiHeis. The supposition of Bleek (comp. 
also Ewald, p. 123), that the author here too thought of the 
word of God as a personified property, has nothing in its 
favour, since the expression is sufficiently explained with- 
out it. Nor does the 6” ot kai émoincev tots alovas, i. 2, 

compel us to adopt this supposition. For above the special 
mode of mediately effecting the creation of the world there 
indicated, stands the higher authorship of God, to which the 
writer here points in general by the expression pxyarte Oeod. 
— els TO pr) ex hatvouévav TO BrETrOmEVvoY yeyovévar] not: so 
that, etc. (so still Bohme, Stuart, Bleek, de Wette, Alford, 

Conybeare, Kurtz, Ewald, M‘Caul, Woerner, and the majority 
of recent expositors), eés to with the infinitive preserves 
here, too, its ordinary fe/ic signification, in that it introduces 
the purpose of God with regard to the payate Kcataprifew 
Tovs ai@vas. The sense is: that im accordance with the 
decree of God, the fact should be averted, that from dawopeva 
the Breropevov should have sprung; consequently that the 
human race should from the beginning be directed to the 
necessity for wioates. — wx] belongs to the whole object-clause. 
So rightly Beza, Piscator, Seb. Schmidt, Er. Schmid, Bengel, 
Storr, Schulz, Huét, Bohme, Stuart, Bleek, Stein, de Wette, 

Bloomfield, Bisping, Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebriierbr. p. 58), 
Alford, Maier, Kluge, Moll, Kurtz, M‘Caul, and Hofmann ; 

while the Peshito, Vulgate, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecu- 
menius, Theophylact, and almost all later expositors, including 
also Stengel and Ebrard (Delitzsch is undecided), comprehend 
yn with €« dacvouéver, and then interpret this in the sense 
of é« py dawvopévor.' The latter, in favour of which the 

supposed parallels which have been adduced prove nothing, is 
by reason of the position of the words (to say nothing of the 

1 Calvin alone forms an exception, who would have x blended together with 
@aivouévey into a single word, and finds the sense: ‘‘ut non apparentium fierent 
visa h, e. spectacula,” in such wise that the ‘‘doctrina” harmonizing with that 
of Rom. i. 20 should result: ‘*quod in hoc mundo conspicuam habeamus Dei 
imaginem.” 
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fact that ov must have been written in place of #7; for neither 

2 Cor. iv. 18, as Delitzsch supposes, nor Rom. iv. 17, as. Maier 

supposes, decides against this rule. See.Meyer ad loc.) a 
srammatical impossibility. — To Premopevor] thut which is seen, 
or the outward, visible world. The singular represents the 
same as one complex whole. 70 BAeropuevoy resumes under 
another form only the foregoing robs aidvas, whereas the 
emphasis in the negative final clause rests upon the é« dacvo- 
péver, which is on that. account preposed. — darvopeva] are 
things which appear in outward manifestation, and are per- 
ceived by the senses. The expression indicates the domain 
of the corporal, the material, and there underlies it the con- 

ception that the universe did not spring forth by the power 
of nature from earthly germs or substances, but was created 

by the mere word of God’s omnipotence. In this is con- 
tained, it is true, the conception of the creating of the world 
from nothing. [Cf. 2 Mace. vii. 28.] The opinion of Estius, 
Schlichting, Limborch, Michaelis, Baumgarten, and others, that 

the author, with a reference to Gen. 1. 2 (specially after the 
translation of the LXX.: 7 6€ yi jw dopatos Kal dKxatac- 
xevaortos), thought of a visible arising of the worlds out of 
the invisible chaos already existing, has for its presupposi- 
tion the erroneous transposal of the 7) éx into é« wy, and fails 

to maintain itself in presence of the fact that the yeyovevas 

éx gawouévay, as antithesis to the foregoing xatnpticlat 
pyar Yeod, must receive from this latter its nearer defining 
of signification. Quite untenable is consequently also the 
opinion of Delitzsch, who, with the assent of Kluge and Kurtz, 
supplements GAN’ éx vonTéyv as opposition to pn é« pawopévor, 
and in connection with the ju) parvopeva—or if 7} is combined 

with the verb, in connection with the tacitly assumed opposite 
of the davoueva —imagines the author to have thought, in 
harmony with the Philonian doctrine, of the divine ideas, out 
of which the world is supposed to have sprung, in that they 
were called forth by means of the divine word from their 

seclusion within the Godhead into the outer phenomenal reality. 
See against this also Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebrierbr. p. 59, Obs. 

Ver. 4. The caample of Abel. Comp. Gen. iy. 3 ff— 
IIicrev] belongs to the whole statement: wAcova.. . Gee. 
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The conjoining of the same merely with wXedova (Bisping) 
has against it the analogy of the following instances, and 
would weaken the force of the emphatically preposed aiove. 
The dative, however, indicates, as Rom. xi. 20 and frequently, 

the cause or occasion. See Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 202 f. 

By reason of his faith (or because he had faith) Abel offered 
to God a greater sacrifice than Cain; i. the faith of Abel, 
which was wanting to Cain, was the cause that in the estima- 
tion of God Abel’s sacrifice had greater value than that of 
Cain. — mAeiova buciav] a greater sacrifice, namely, in a quali- 
tative respect, thus a better, more excellent one. Comp. i. 3; 

Matt. vi. 25, xii. 41, 42, al. The quantitative acceptation 
(Valla: plus hostiarum; Erasmus, Clarius: copiosiorem hostiam ; 

Zeger: abundantiorem) finds no point of support in the narra- 
tive of Genesis, and would unsuitably accentuate a purely 
external feature. — mapa Kaiv] is by Grotius and others made 
equivalent to mapa tiv tod Kaiv, which is admissible, it is 
true, but not at all necessary. On mapa after the compara- 
tive, see at i. 4.— 60’ Fs euaptupyOn ecivar Sixavos] By tt he 
obtained the testimony that he was righteous. — 6s’ is] se. 
mliotews, not Ovoias (Cramer). For the wéoris is the main 
idea in the whole description, and &” 75 éuaptup7Oy mani- 

festly glances back at év tavtn éwaptupyOncav, ver. 2.— 
€waptupyj On] Of whom? Not of Christ, by virtue of the 
declaration Matt. xxiii. 35 (Primasius, Faber Stapulensis, 
Justinian), but of God; as, accordingly, the author himself 

adds, more nearly defining the é¢uaptup7én: pmaptupodyTos 
emt Tots Swpots avTov Tod Oeovd] in that, namely, God gave 
testimony in respect of his offerings. What is meant is the 
testimony given in the fact that God looked with satisfaction 
upon Abel and his sacrifice (comp. LXX. Gen. iv. 4: Kat 
émetoev 0 Oeds ert ”"ABeX kal él Tots Spots avTod), thus, in 
point of fact, recognised him as a d/cavos (comp. Matt. 
xxiii. 35: "ABeX tod Sixaiov, and 1 John iii. 12).— «ai dv’ 
avThs amrobavey éTt Naret] and by virtue of the same (namely : 
his faith, not: his sacrifice) he yet speaks after his death. — 
ato@avev| is a purely parenthetic member: although he has 
died, and forms with érs Aadez an oxymoron. Hardly is it 
in accordance with the intention of the author to comprehend 
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in one d7oOavev and 6’ avtHs. In addition to the ordinary 
one, this explanation also is proposed by Oecumenius, in 
referring the pronoun back to the @vaia by which the violent 
death of Abel was occasioned ; it is followed by Bengel, with 
the difference that he supplements 6.’ adris by wictews, and 
will have dca taken in the sense of xara or év.— étv] is not 
the temporal: still, adhuc (Theodoret: pwéyps Tod wapovtos), so 
that Xaret would signify: he speaks to us of himself and his 
faith or piety (Theodoret: ro dé ért Aare? avTl Tod doldipos 
€oTL MEXpl TOD TapoVTOS Kal ToAVOPUAANTOS Kal Tapa TavTwY 
evdnpettar Tov evoeBav; Heinsius, Bengel: loquitur de se et 
sui similibus contra Cainos, a/.), or: he summons posterity to 

the imitation of his faith (Chrysostom: 0 yap qwapawwav Tots 
GAXows OvKatos elvat, Nadet; Cornelius a Lapide, Valckenaer, 
Kuinoel, Paulus, Klee, Bloomfield, and others). Rather is 

ére employed, as Rom. iii. 7 and frequently, in the logical 
sense, and serves for the emphasizing of the contrast: “even 
being dead,” or: “ notwithstanding he is dead, he nevertheless 
speaks,” while AaXe? is to be regarded as the more vividly 
descriptive pracsens historicum (Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 250), 

and is to be referred to the thought that the shed blood of 
Abel called to God for vengeance, and God, listening to this 

cry, was concerned about the slain Abel, as though he were 
still living. For manifestly, as appears also from the parallel 
xii. 24, there is an allusion in AXaAXe? to the words, Gen. iv. 10: 

dwvn aiwatos Tod adedXpod cov Bod mpos pe ex TIS Yis. 

Vy. 5, 6. The example of Enoch. Comp. Gen. v. 21-24. — 
Tlictes “Evay petetéOn] By reason of his faith Enoch was 
caught away ; ue. even during his lifetime was, like Elijah 
(2 Kings 11), caught up to God in heaven. Comp. Ecclus. 
xliv. 16: "Evay evnpéotnce Kupiw Kal petetéOn trodevypa 
poetavolas tals yeveats; ibid. xlix. 14: ov8é eis éxticAn oios 
"Evax tovdtos ert TIS ys, Kat yap adTos avehnhOn aro Ths 
yns; Joseph. Antig. i. 3. 4: avexopnoe mpos TO Oetov. — Tod 
p27) (detv Oavarov] not consecutively [so that], de Wette, Bisping, 
al., but indication of the design of God: that he should not see 

or undergo death (comp. Luke ii. 26). — Kat ovy nipicxero, 
SuoTe peteOnxev avtov 6 Geos] derived verbally from the LXX. 
of Gen. v. 24, as given in the text of the Cod. Alex. — apo 
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yap... yiverat, ver. 6] It is related in the Scripture concern- 
ing Enoch that he was acceptable to God. But this presup- 
poses that he had faith, For to obtain God’s approbation 
without the possession of faith is impossible. Chrysostom : 
mas Sé mioter peteTéOn 0 “Evéy; ote THs petabécews 1 
evapéotnats aitia, TAS Sé evapecticews ) TicTLIs.—TpO THs 
petabécews] may be equally well conjoined with wewaptupntas 
(Piscator, Owen, Huét, Bleek, de Wette, Conybeare, Delitzsch, 

Kurtz, Hofmann, ai.), or with edapeotnxévae (Schlichting, 
Bengel, Maier, and others). In the former case the sense is: 
before mention is made in the Scripture of his rapture, the 
testimony is borne to him in the same, that he pleased God. 
— evapectnxévat] By evnpéotnoev the LXX. translate the 

Hebrew DDNATNN TAN : and he walked with God, i.e. in 

communion with God, as His most devout worshipper. — 
Ver. 6 is a truth of wholly universal application, so that only: 

éativ is to be supplemented to advvatov. With Er. Schmid, 
Limborch, Wetstein, and Schulz, to regard the first hemistich 

of the verse: ywpls S€ rictews advvatov evapecticat, as a 
special statement respecting Enoch, is grammatically inadmis- 
sible, since in that case ywpis b€ mictews advvatov Hv avTov 
evapeoTicas or ywpis & Tictews advvaTov avTOV EevapEerTn- 
xévat must have been written. — evapectjcar] sc. TO Oe, 
naturally understood from that which precedes and follows. 
The infin. aorist expresses, as in the case of the immediately 
succeeding mioTevoat, the pure verbal notion, without regard 
to the relation of time. See Kiihner, IL. p. 80.— o rpocepyo- 
pevos TO Oe@] is he who approaches God, sc. to worship Him ; 
comp. vil. 25, x. 1. Wrongly; Luther, Calov, Wittich, 
Rambach, Schulz, Ebrard (transl.): he who (as Enoch) will 
come (or is to come) to God. — 6re éatw] that he is, or exists. 

Arbitrarily importing, Jac. Cappellus: “ Series sermonis suadet, 
ut suppleamus tz éotiv avTod eds, i. e. qui accedit ad Deum, 
eredere debet eum esse suum Deum.” But also the comple- 
menting the verb by: “that He exists as one to whom man 
can draw near with confidence, as the truly living, personal, 
almighty, all-wise, all-beneficent One” (Bleek), is an unjusti- 
fiable act of reading into the text. The expression contains 
only the idea of existence. — xat] still dependent upon étv. — 

Meyer. —HEps. 2G 
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piaO0arrodotns| recompenser, sc. for the piety manifested in the 
exntely avtov (Rom. iii. 11; Acts xv. 17). 

Ver. 7. The example of Noah. Comp. Gen. vi. 8 ff.— 
ITicrec] is conjoined by Schulz, Stengel, and others with ypy- 
paticbes, But ypnuatioGeis forms only a subsidiary element 
for the making up of the historic situation, whereas that by 
which Noah proved himself a model of faith is specified by 
evraBnbels Kaxecxevacev, tTicter is therefore, as is also done 

by most, to be combined with this last. — ypnuaricbels sept 
Tov pnoéT@ Brerouévwy| belongs together (against Grotius 
and Hofmann, who unnaturally construe epi tov pndéra 
Brer: with evrAaBnbeis): instructed by an utterance of God 
concerning that which was as yet invisible. The choice of the 
expression was conditioned by the definition of ictus, laid 
down ver. 1, and the subjective negation wndér@ means: 

concerning the well-known (Tt@v) events, before these were 
yet to be seen, or their occurrence was to be conjectured. By 
Ta pndérm BreTopueva, however, is meant not only the impend- 
ing flood, but also, from the use of the plural, the determined 
destruction of the whole corrupt race of men. With strange 
inversion of the sense, even “ipsa «8 Tos construenda” is 
reckoned by Bohme as belonging to that “qualem ante nunquam 
vidisse Noachum facile credi potest.” For the ark was surely 
something which was made by Noah himself at the command 
of God, whereas by ta pondérw Breropmeva can be only meant 
that which, independent of human activity, rested in the 
hands of divine omnipotence alone. — evAaBnOeis] in devout 

precaution, in that he reposed unconditional belief in the word 

of God, and on that very account took the enjoined measure 
of preparation in order to remain in safety under the impend- 
ing destruction. Vatablus, Cornelius a Lapide, Schulz, and 

others explain: in the fear of God. But the rov Oeov therein 
to be supplemented (comp. Eeclus. vu. 29; Prov. ii. 8, xxx. 5; 

Nah. i. 7) could hardly have been omitted. — 62’ %s] refers 
not to ow Tnpiav (Hunnius, Balduin, Pareus), nor yet to 
xiBa@tov (Chrysostom: édecEev avtovs a&lovs dvTas Kodkdcews, 
of ye ovdé Oia THs KaTacKevns éeowdppoviovto ; Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, Faber Stapulensis, Calvin, Beza, Jac. Cappellus, 
Grotius, Carpzov, Cramer, Michaelis, Bisping, al.), but to 



CHAP. XI. 8. 403 

mioret (Primasius, Thomas Aquinas, Luther, Cajetan, Wolf, 

Bengel, and almost all modern expositors), as the foregoing 
main idea; and cal THs... KANpovowos is the second 
member of the relative clause, not, however, as Bisping and 

Delitzsch think, parallel to the kxateoxevacev.—o Kocpos] 
denotes the unbelieving sinful world of men. ‘This Noah 
condemned (too weak the rendering of Heinrichs: put to 
shame) by his faith, namely, by the act, in that he set forth 
the culpability of its conduct by the contrast of his own con- 
duct. Comp. cataxpivew, Matt. xii. 41, 42, Luke xi. 31, 32, 

and xpivew, Rom. ii. 27.—xal tis Kata trict Sixaocvyns 
éyéveTo KAnpovopos|] Allusion to the fact that Noah is the 
first who in the O. T. is expressly called PIS or décavos (Gen. 
vi.9). Comp. Ezek. xiv. 14, 20.; Keclus, xliv. 17; 2, Pet. 
il. 5. Philo also, de congressw quaerendae eruditionis gratia, 

p. 437 B (with Mangey, I. p. 532), lays special stress upon 
this particular: mp@tos 8 otros Sixatos év tats tepats 
aveppnOn ypapats.— 1 Kata trict Stixatocvyn] is the right- 
cousness obtained in accordance with faith, or by the way of faith. 

Since the notion of ziotis is different with the author of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews from that of Paul, the righteousness of 
faith here spoken of cannot, as is still done by Bohme, Bleek, 
Delitzsch, Alford, and others, be regarded as identical with 

the righteousness of faith in the Pauline sense. Yet Bleek is 
perfectly right in saying that the notion: righteousness of faith, 
“here appears as one already formed, and is presupposed as 
one well known, a fact very easy to be explained from the 
relation in which the author of the epistle stood to Paul.” — 
KAnpovopov yiverOar] denotes no more than to obtain as a 
possession. We have not, with Justinian, Bengel, Huét, and 

many, to press the form of expression; as though the dc«avo- 
cvvn were thought of as an actual inheritance, which Noah 

had received as coming down from the fathers, Abel, who in 

ver. 4 had been called décavos, and Enoch. 

Vv. 8-10. The example of Abraham. 
Ver. 8. A proof of believing confidence in God it was that 

Abraham at God’s command wandered forth without knowing 
whither. Comp. Gen. xii. 1, 4; also Acts vii. 2, 3.—o 
kanrovpevos] is not: “he who is called Abraham, whereas, 
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namely, he formerly bore the name of Abram” (Theodoret, 
Clarius, Zeger, Bisping, Ewald, al.), which would be a very 
tame addition. It signifies: “ Abraham, who was thereto (sc. 
to the é&edOetv) called or summoned by God.” That this 
sense could have been expressed only by xadXovpevos with- 
out the article (Bleek, Delitzsch, Reiche, Comm. Crit. p. 108 ; 
Maier, Moll, Kurtz), can hardly be maintained. The only 
difference between the two modes of expression is, that with 

the article the xadetofar is merely stated as an historic fact ; 
without the article, on the other hand, is at the same time 

represented as a cause of the traxovew. The participle 
present, moreover (not xAnGeis), is chosen in order to accen- 

tuate the immediate sequence of the xaretcfat and the 
jmaxovew, — eis TOTov Ov x.7.r.}] namely, to Canaan. — rod] 
inexactly used, instead of oz. Comp. Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. 

p. 439.— On the indicative Epyetat, see Winer, Gramm, 
7 Aufl. p. 279 f.; Buttmann, Gramm. des neutest. Sprachgebr. 
p. 218. 

Ver. 9. A proof of a believing confidence in God was it 
further that Abraham dwelt as a stranger in the land which 
was promised him as a possession. — 7rapotxety] in classic 
Greek of dwelling beside or in the neighbourhood; in Hellenistic, 
however, ordinarily as here: to dwell as a stranger in a land, 

without rights of citizenship or possession. Even in Genesis 
the sojourning of Abraham and his sons in the promised land 
of Canaan is designated as a trapocxety, and they themselves 
are characterized as mdpotxoe in the same; comp. Gen. xvi. 8, 

XR xKi 2s, $4, xxii, 4)oxxiv. O71, 2XVL oO; RVI eee 
eis] receives into the idea of a permanent dwelling that of a 
previous migration. Familiar breviloquence. See Winer, 
Gramm. 7 Aufl. p. 386.—-@s adXotpliavy] Comp. Acts 
vil. 5, 6.— €v oxnvais Katovxnoas| Theophylact: érep trav 
Eévwv oti, TOV AdNoTE Eis AAXO Epos peTaCawwovTwv Sia TO 
wn éxew Te idvov. Comp. Gen. xii. 8, xill. 3, xvill. 1 ff, 

xxvi. 25, al. — peta “Icaax cat “IaxwB x.7.d.] which Theo- 
phylact, Bengel, Bohme, Kuinoel, Tischendorf, and others refer 

to mapexnaer, belongs, as is shown by the singular é&edéyero 
with which the author continues at ver. 10, to catoucnoas. — 

Isaac and Jacob, however, are called heirs with him of the 
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same promise, because the promise was given to Abraham not 
for himself alone, but at the same time for his seed; comp. 

Gen. xiii, 15, xvu. 8. 

Ver. 10. Inner motive for the wiotes tap@Knoer, ver. 9. 

His believing expectation was directed not so much to earthly 
possession, as to the possession of that which was higher and 
heavenly. His true home he thought not to find upon earth, 
but only in heaven.—77v tTods Qeuediovs Eyovcay Tod] 
the city which has the foundations, firm and enduring city. 
The opposite to the tents, which form only a temporary 
lodging, and may be easily broken up and carried away. 
What is meant is not the carthly Jerusalem (Grotius, Clericus, 
Dindorf), to which the author, considering the excessive 

attachment of his readers to the earthly city of God and the 
earthly sanctuary, could only have alluded most unsuitably, 
but the archetype of the same: the heavenly city of God, the 
heavenly Jerusalem, of which the possession for the Christians 
also is as yet something future, since they will obtain a 

dwelling therein only at the epoch of the consummation of 
the Messianic kingdom. The idea of a heavenly Jerusalem 
was already current among the Jews; its descent to earth 
was expected on the arising of the Messiah. See Schottgen, 
de Heros. coelesti, in his Hor. Hebr. p. 1205 ff; Wetstein, 

N. T. IL. p. 229 ff.; Ewald, Comm. in Apocal. pp. 11, 307. 
From the Jews this conception passed over to the Christians, 
in so far as that which the Jews expected at the first arising 
of the Messiah was placed by the latter in the time of the 
return of Christ. Comp. further vv. 13-16, xi. 22, xi. 14; 

Gal. iv. 26; Rev. iii, 12, xxi. 2 ff, 10 ff.— fs teyvirns Kai 
Snpsoupyos o Geos] of which the designer and artificer (creator) 

is God. Snutovpyos in the N. T. only here, as in the O. T. 
only 2 Mace. iv. 1. 

Vy. 11,12. Lhe example of Sarah. 
Ver. 11. Kai aitn appa] even Sarah hersels, sc. although 

she had before been unbelieving. At first, namely, when she 

had received the divine promise that she should yet bear a 
son, she had, in consideration of her great age, laughed thereat, 
and thus manifested unbelief; presently afterwards, however, 
she was afraid, and denied her laughter, had thus passed 
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over from unbelief to belief. Comp. Gen. xviii. 12, 15. 
Erroneously is the enhancing xai avtTy interpreted by 
Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Bengel, Bohme, Stein, 

Tholuck (the last-named, however, undecided): even Sarah 
also, the wife, or: although she was only a woman; Kurtz: 

“Sarah herself and no other,” namely, not Hagar. Just as 
false the interpretation of Schlichting, Schulz, and others: 
even Sarah herself, although she was barren. To the last mode 
of supplementing points also the gloss oteipa, or otetpa ovca, 

or 9 otetpa, which is found, with Theophylact, in some 

cursives, translations (including Vulg.), and early editions. 
Quite wrongly will Delitzsch, followed therein by Alford and 
Hofmann, have no gradation whatever recognised in Kat avTy 
Yappa, in that he supposes xal avdtn to serve only for 
extending a like statement to a second subject, and conse- 
quently placing the first mother of the chosen race side by 
side with the first father thereof. If the author had wished 
to express nothing more, he would have written merely kai 

Yappa. For avtos or avty is in the N. T. never used in the 
nominative for the unaccented he or she. See Winer, Gramm, 

7 Aufl. p. 141, Obs. — eis xataBornv oréppatos] for the 
founding of a posterity. kataBor7 is employed, therefore, in 
the same sense as in the expression cataBodn Kocpou, iv. 3, 
ix. 26, and ovéppa, as ver. 18, ii. 16, and frequently. The 

words cannot denote: she received power to conceive seed, as 1s 
interpreted by Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact (who, 

however, is undecided), the Peshito, Vulgate, Erasmus, 

Vatablus, Calvin, Beza, Estius, Cornelius a Lapide, Er. 

Schmid, Grotius, L. Bos, Wolf, Bengel, Carpzov, Schulz, 

Heinrichs, Huét, Stengel, Bloomfield, Bisping, Delitzsch, 

Alford, Kurtz, and others. For this must have been expressed 
by es vrodoyiy (ctAdA pp) orépyatos.' Constrained and 
unnatural, however, is also the explanation, first mentioned by 

Theophylact, and subsequently adopted by Drusius, Jace. 

1 Michaelis and Storr would therefore, in writing zai airy appa, refer the 
statement, ver. 11, still to Abraham, in connection with which, however, more 
meaning must be put into «is xaraBorny oxipwaros than can lie in the expression, 
and which has in other respects much in the context against it, See Bleek, 

II. 2, p. 767 f. 
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Cappellus, Schlichting, Heinsius, Wittich, Rambach, and 

others: she received power for the bringing forth of seed. — nat 
Tapa Katpov Arias] and that contrary to the favowrable 
period of life, i.e. since the divapwv NapBavew, on account of 
the youthful freshness being already lost, was opposed to all 
probability. Incorrect, because in that case the full significa- 

tion of Kaspos (opportunitas) is not brought out, Delitzsch: 
“in contradiction with the time of life, namely, the ninetieth 

year, in which she was.” — ével mictov iyjoato Tov éray- 
yetdapevoy| comp. x. 23. 

Ver. 12. The wondrous result of the faith displayed by 
Sarah. — éyevnPncav] sc. through Sarah as mother and 

ancestress, yiveo@au, of being born, usual also elsewhere in 
classic (Xen. Cyr. 1. 2. 1, al.) and Hellenistic Greek (Rom. 
i. 3; Gal. iv. 4, al.).— aq’ évos] from one, namely Abraham. 
Wrongly does Carpzov apprehend évos as a neuter, in that he 
will have it supplemented by o7répyatos or aiuatos. Just as 
wrongly Zeger: “vel ab uno Abrahae et Sarae corpore (juxta 
illud: Erunt duo in carne una).” Comp. already Theodoret : 

"Ad évos tod “ABpadu ei Sé Kal apudotépovs Eva vorjoauer, 
ovY apaptnoopueba Ecovtar yap, pyaiv, of dvo es capKa 
plav.— Kal tadra] and that too, and more than that. Accord- 
ing to Winer, Gramm. 7 Aufl. p. 153, equivalent to «at 
tovTo. But the plural is, no doubt, placed because the author 
has in his mind, besides the vevexpwpévoy eivar of Abraham, 
also that remarked in ver. 11 with regard to Sarah (her 
former unbelief and her advanced age). — vevexpwpévov] has 
reference to the dead power of generation, as Rom. iv. 19. — 
Of one were born even as the stars of heaven in regard to 
number, tc. of one were descendants born innumerable in 

multitude as the stars of heaven. A supplementing of 
exyovot or dvOpwrroe (so still Bleek) is, moreover, unnecessary. 
The comparison of the multitude of descendants to the stars 
of heaven, and the countless sand upon the sea-shore, is based 
upon the use of the same figures in the words of the promise 
given to Abraham; comp. Gen. xiii. 16, xv. 5, xxii. 17, 

xxvl 4, xxxii, 12; Ex. xxxii. 13; Deut. i 10.—yeiros] 

for shore occurs also with the classics, and that in prose 
equally (Herod. ii, 94; Polyb, iii, 14. 6, and frequently) as 
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with the poets (Hom. J7. xii. 52). Comp. also Plin. xxxi. 2: 
Herba in labris fontis virens; Caes. de bello Gall. vii. 72: 

ut ejus (fossae) solum tantundem pateret, quantum summa 
labra distabant. 

Vv. 13-16. General observations with regard to the fore- 
mentioned patriarclis. 

Ver. 13. Kata riotwy] is ordinarily (by Bleek, too, in the 
larger commentary) conjoined exclusively with amé@avov. 
According to this, the dying conformably to faith, in dis- 
tinction from the faith already manifested during life, would 
become the main idea of the verse, and the participial clauses 
would be made to contain the proof for the xata miotw 
atoGaveiv. The sense would be: “they died in faith (not in 
sight), since they had not received the promises, but only saw 
them from afar,’ etc. (Bleek). Against this apprehension of 

the words, however, decides the subjective negation 4 before 
AaBovres, instead of which (particularly in the case of the 
opposition following with adda, see Kiihner, II. 408) the 
objective negation ov must have been placed. We have 
therefore, with Schulz, Winer (Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 376), Moll, 

Bleek, Vorles. p. 434, Kurtz, Ewald, to refer cata miotiv to 

amé@avov in close comprehension of the latter with the 
participles. The sense is: In accordance with faith these all 
died without having received the promises, but as those who, 
etc.; ae, it was conformable to the nature of faith that they, 

without having attained to the possession of the promised 

blessings themselves, beheld them only from afar and greeted 
them, and witnessed the confession that they are strangers 
and pilgrims upon earth. — obtou waves] is referred by Oecu- 
menius, Theophylact, Primasius, Ribera, Justinian, Drusius, 

and Bloomfield to all the before-mentioned persons, from Abel 
onwards, with the single exception of Enoch. Nevertheless, 
as is evident from the contents of the following verse, only 
those among them can have been thought of to whom 
promises were given, thus Abraham, Sarah, Isaac, and Jacob. 

Comp. specially ver. 15.— 2) NaBovtes] see at vi. 15.— 
Tas émayyedias|] in the objective sense, as tiv émayyediar, 
ix. 15.— qoppwbev] belongs equally to dotacduevor as to 
(dovtes. — aoraverbar| joyfully greet or welcome, as the 
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traveller the longed-for journey’s end. Comp. Virg. Aen. iii. 
522 sqq.: 

Quum procul obscuros colles humilemque videmus 
Italiam. . . . Italiam laeto socii clamore salutant. 

— Kai oporoyncartes, OTe Eévor Kal TapeTlOnwot eiow ert 
THs yys| Reference to the utterances of the patriarchs in the 
Book of Genesis, particularly xxii. 4, where Abraham says to 

the children of Heth: mdpovxos kat mapemidnwos eyo eis 
we? tov, and xlvil. 9, where Jacob, in addressing Pharaoh, 

describes his own life in general as a pilgrimage: at 7pépar 
Tav étav THs Cons pov, as TapocK®, éxaTov TpiaKxovta €77. 

Compr XX) Bstsomxik. 13, .exixe 19:1 Petia. d1-3,Philo, 

de Agricult. p. 196 E (with Mangey, I. p. 310): wapovxeiy 
ov KaTtoiKely NOowev’ TO yap OvTL Taca pev Avy) copod 
matpioa pev ovpavoy, Eévny bé yhv édayev; De Confus. Ling. 
p- 331 C (L. p. 416): Ava rodto of Kata Moionv coo 
TAVTES ELOAYOVTAL TAPOLKODVTES’ al yap ToUTwY Aruyal oTEd- 
NovTar pev aroikiay 5x Tote Tv €E ovpavod. 

Ver. 14 ff. That the patriarchs are &évor kat taperridnuot, 

they have themselves confessed; that they were so él tijs 
ys, the author has added by way of more nearly defining. 
The legitimacy of this exposition of their words he now 
proves (ver. 14... évovpaviov, ver. 16). By those utterances 
the patriarchs declare that they have not already a country, 
they are only seeking it. If, now, they had set their hearts 
upon an earthly country, they would certainly have had time 
and opportunity enough to have returned to that which they 
had left, but this they did not; they must thus have longed 
for a heavenly country. — éudavifovow] Theodoret: d7X0b- 
ovv. Oecumenius and Theophylact: deccvdovorv. — érefnrety] 
ardently to seek or desire something. 

Ver. 15. Kai] and indeed. — pynpovedey] is taken by the 
majority in the intransitive sense: to be mindful (xii. 7). 

More naturally, however, may we understand it, with Bleek, 

de Wette, Delitzsch, Moll, Kurtz, and others, transitively : 

to make mention, sc. in the utterances to which the author has 

respect. Comp. ver. 22; 1 Thess. i. 3.—elyov av] they 
would have had. The imperfect of the continwing possibility. 
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Ver. 16. Nov de] the logical: but now. Comp. viii. 6.— 
épéyecOat tivo0s| elsewhere in the N. T. only 1 Tim. iii. 1, 
vi. 10. — 610] wherefore, sc. on account of their seeking after 
the heavenly country. — @eds émixareic Oar adtav] Epexegesis 
to avtovs: God is not ashamed of them, namely, to be called 
their God. Reference to Ex. ili. 6: kat elaev' éy@ eipu o 
Beds ToD maTpos cov, Beds "ABpaadw Kat eds "Ioaak Kat Geds 
"Taxo68. Comp. ibid. vv. 15, 16.— The ov« émacoytvertac 
K.7.X. presupposes the idea of an intimate communion of God 

with the patriarchs. Comp. also Matt. xxi. 31 f; Mark 
xii, 26 f.; Luke xx. 37 f The fact instanced in proof of 
this communion is added in the concluding words: 1To(maces 
yap avzois modu] for He has prepared for them a city. By 
the wéoXss is again meant, as ver. 10, the heavenly Jerusalem. 

9 TOlwacev, however, may equally well signify: He has pre- 
pared it for them, that they may one day possess the same as a 

dwelling (Schlichting, Grotius, Owen, Calov, Bohme, de Wette, 

Delitzsch, Hofmann), as: He has already conferred it wpon 
them as a possession (so Braun and Bleek). 

Vv. 17-19. The author returns once more specially to 
Abraham, in that he further, by way of addition, dwells on 

the most distinguished act of faith on the part of this 
patriarch, that he had not refused at God’s behest to offer his 
only son as a sacrifice ; comp. Gen. xxii. 1 ff.— apocemjpoyer] 

not: “he was on the point of offering,” against which stands 
the perfect. It can only signify: he offered (made an offering 

of). The author could thus express himself, since the offering 
was really intended by Abraham, although it afterwards came, 
it is true, to a bloodless issue. Comp. Jas. il. 21: “ABpadp 

.. avevéyKas ‘Icaak tov viov adtod emt To OvcvactypLov. 
— metpatopevos| when he was tempted, i.e. was put to the test 
by God with regard to his faith. Comp. Gen. xxii. 1. 7retpa- 
Copevos belongs still to rpocerjvoyev, not, as Hofmann quite 

unnaturally requires, to wpooépepev. — Kal Tov povoyev)... 
oméppa, ver. 18] Unfolding of the greatness of the act. It 
was (1) his only son whom he gave up, (2) the son whose 
life was necessary, if the promises given to Abraham were to 
receive their fulfilment. — cad] and of a truth.— Tov povoyev7| 
No respect is had to Zshmael, since he was not of equal birth, 
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and stood outside of all relation to the divine promises, — 
mpooépepev| here the imperfect; since the author now presents 
to himself, as though he were a spectator, the act of the 

offering itself. —o tds émayyedias dvadeEdpuevos| he who had 
believingly embraced the promises. With Schulz, Heinrichs, 

Bengel, Ebrard, Bisping, and others, to find indicated by 
avaceEduevos the mere having received, contradicts the 

ordinary use of the word, instead of which AaBev must have 

been placed. 
Ver. 18. Ipos 6y] not: “of whom” (more accurately : 

“in relation to whom,” comp. i. 7), in such wise that it 
should be referred to Isaac (Faber Stapulensis, Luther, Jac. 

Cappellus, Limborch, Wolf, Bengel, Carpzov, Michaelis, Chr. 
Fr. Schmid, and others), but: to whom, se. Abraham. — ote 

év “Ioadkx KrAnOijcetai cou oréppal In Isaac shall a seed be 
named (called) to thee, i.e. through Isaac shall the posterity, 
whose forefather thou shalt be called, be founded. The 

emphasis falls upon év “Icadx, and the citation is from 
Gen. xxi. 12. 672, however, which has there causal signifi- 
cance, the author takes as a recitative. 

Ver. 19 contains in its first half the motive ground of 

Abraham for such believing action. Abraham trusted in the 
omnipotence of God, by virtue of which he is able, even in 

presence of the actual sacrifice of Isaac, to realize the promises 
given to him. — Aoyioduevos, Tt K.7.r.] since he judged that 
God is able to raise even from the dead. The proposition 
introduced with @7e contains a universal truth. It is 
erroneous to supplement adrov to éyetpew (Jac. Cappellus, 
Huét, Kuinoel, Stein, Bloomfield, a/.), yet more erroneous to 

supplement o7épya (Schulz, Stengel). — 60ev x«.7.r.] Declara- 
tion of the divine reward for such believing action and such 
believing confidence. 6@ev means, as everywhere else in our 

epistle (ii. 17, iii. 1, vii. 25, viii. 3, ix. 18): on which account, 

wherefore ; wapaBonrn, however, denotes, conformably to the 
well-known use of wapaBanrreo8ar (Hom. J/. ix. 322; Thue. 

i. 44, al. See the lexicons), the dmnperilling, and forms with 
the €xouicaro an oxymoron. The sense is: on which accownt 
he bore him away, even on the ground of (or: by means of) the 

gwing up. <Abrahain obtained Isaac as a reward, received 
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lim back again as a possession, by the very act of setting his 
life at stake, giving up to the death of a sacrifice. This is 
the simple and only correct sense of the variously explained 
words. — With this exposition earlier interpretations agree in 
part, though by no means entirely, so far as 60ev and 
€xoulicato are concerned, but all different in regard to év 
mapaPorn. Instead of the causal signification, “on which 
account,’ Calvin, Castellio, Beza, Schlichting, Grotius, Lamb. 

Bos, Alberti, Wolf, Michaelis, Schulz, Huét, Bohme, Bleek, 

de Wette, Stengel, Delitzsch, Alford, Maier, Kluge, Moll, 

Ewald, Hofmann, and others have asserted for 60ev the local 

signification “whence, sc. from the dead.” In connection with 
this, L. Bos, Alberti, Schulz, and Stengel [as also Whitby] 

understand €xowicato of the birth of Isaac; while Calvin, 

Bleek, and the majority rightly understand it of the deliverance 
of Isaac’s life in consequence of the prevention of the sacrifice. 
The former explain: whence he indeed had received him, 
inasmuch as Isaac’s parents at the time of his conception 
and birth were virtually dead. The latter: as he accordingly 
also received him from the dead. But against the first 
acceptation decides the fact that in such case, because an 
event conceived of as possible in the future is placed in 
definite parallel with a past event, the pluperfect must neces- 
sarily have been used in place of the aorist éxoutoaro; and 
then, even apart from this, since all the emphasis would tall 
upon €xouicato, the order of the words must have been other- 

wise, namely as follows: 60ev év mapaBorn Kai éxopicato 
avtov. But also the last-named interpretation is forbidden 
by the order of the words. For xa: must, in connection 

therewith, be referred, as is also expressly required by 
Schlichting, Bohme, and others, to the whole clause, whereas 

from its position it can only form a gradation of év-7apaPong; 
thus 6@ev Kai avtov év TapaBody éxouicato must have been 
written. — Finally, as regards é€v wapaPon%, the signification 
“in similitudine,” or “in a resemblance,” is attached thereto by 

Theodore of Mopsuestia,’ Calvin, Castellio, Beza, Schlichting, 

Grotius, Jac. Cappellus (figurate), Scaliger, Er. Schmid, 
~ , ” , ” ~ poe ae oo WA Ts: , , 

1 Toro AEyel, ork axorovbus TURLEY TN EUUTOU TiTTs TH YUP aVATTATL TigTEveas, 

Oia cuuBorwy sivwy amobuvovru uvroy ixouicaro, To yap tv ToA27 cov bavaroy Tacs 
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Wittich, Limborch, Zachariae, Dindorf, Koppe (in Heinrichs), 
Huét, Bleek, de Wette, Stengel, Bloomfield, Delitzsch, Maier, 

Kluge, Moll, Kurtz, Ewald, M‘Caul, Hofmann, Woerner, and 

others. The sense is, according to Bleek: “as accordingly he 
received him from thence in a resemblance; so that Isaac 

was indeed not really delivered out of death, but yet his 

deliverance was a kind of restoration from the dead, since 

Abraham already regarded him as the prey of death.” But 
this “in a resemblance” is, strictly taken, nothing else than 

“in a manner,’ with which it is also exactly identified by 
Stengel and others; for the expression, however, of the notion 

“in a manner,” the author would hardly have chosen the 
altogether unusual, and therefore unintelligible, formula & 

mapaBory ; much more natural would it have been for him 

to employ instead thereof, as at vii. 9, the familiar ws é7ros 
eimretv. Moreover, since that addition could only be designed 
to exert a softening effect upon the dev (sc. é« vexporv), it 
must also have followed immediately after this word. The 
author would thus have written 60ev, ws é7ros elmety, avtov 

Kat €xouxicato. — Yet more untenable is the exposition akin 

to that just mentioned: as a type (Luther: zum Vorbilde), 
sc. in regard to the resurrection in general (Hunnius, Balduin, 
Michaelis, Bohme, al.), or specially in regard to the sacrificed 
and risen Christ (Primasius, Erasmus, Clarius, Vatablus, Zeger, 

Calov, Carpzov, Cramer, Ebrard, Bisping, Reuss), or in regard 
to both alike (Theodoret: touréotw ws év cupBdrw Kal TUTM 
Ths avactacews. — év ait@ bé Tpoeypadn Kat Tod cwrnplov 

maQous o tUmos). For the express indication of that which 
was typically represented by this event could not have been 
wanting. — Equally far wrong, because far-fetched and un- 
natural, is the supplementing of wy to év mapaPoryH on the 
part of Bengel (“Abraham ... ipse factus est parabola... . 
Omnis enim posteritas celebrat fidem Abrahae, offerentis 
unigenitum”), and the explanation of Paulus: “against an 
equalization,” 7e. in return for the ram presented as a 
substitute (comp. already Chrysostom: touréoti év vrodety- 

Doxia yivoptvoy undty rabsiv, rod cAnbas avacrnoousvov ciuBoroy ny, dcov Tov bavarov 

pis Bpaxd ysrvodusvos, aviorn pendty Yao ro favarov Tabuy® +d yoy ty rxpuboan avti 

Tou ty cuuBoros. 
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pat év Ta Kpl@ gdyow ... WS EV alviypat’ W@oTEp yap 
mapaBonri Hv 6 Kpios Tov ‘Icadx).— To the interpretation of 
év mapaBory, above regarded as correct, several expositors 
approach, to the extent of likewise thinking that we must 
make the usage with regard to the verb wapa8adreoOat our 
guide in determining the signification of wapaBod7. They 
deviate, however, essentially from the above interpretation, 
in that they take év mapaB8ory adverbially, in the sense of 
Tapaorws ; consequently refer the expression, which above 
was equally referred to subject and object, to the subject, and 
that without any advantage to the peculiarity of thought. So 
Camerarius, who, besides other possibilities of apprehension, 
suggests also this: in that he eaposed himself to danger, namely, 
that of losing his son; Loesner, Krebs, Heinrichs: in summo 
discrimine, map éAmida, wapaddfws; Raphel: praeter spem 
praeterque opinionem ; Tholuck: in bold venture. 

Ver. 20. The example of Isaac. Comp. Gen. xxvil.— 
ITiotes kai] kai is the more nearly defining: and in truth, 
and in sooth. A faith was manifested in the imparting of the 
blessing, by the very circumstance that this benediction 
extended with inner confidence to facts as yet belonging to 
the future Comp. Theodoret: Ov yap av tas ody opwpévas 
éwxev evAoylas, EL p47 Tols Noyous aKoAOVOHcELY TO Epryov 

érriotevcev. — Trepl peddovTwr | concerning things as yet future, 
ae. concerning the future lot of his two sons, and the pre- 

eminence of the younger son over the elder.— Jacob, the 
younger son, is here first mentioned, since he was first blessed 
by Isaac, and was altogether of greater significance for the 
history of the people. 

Ver. 21. Zhe conduct of Jacob, Gen. xviii. analogous to the 
fact adduced ver. 20. Here, too, the blessing related to the 

future, and in like manner as ver. 20, to the pre-eminence of 

the younger son (Ephraim) over the elder (Manasseh). — 
arobvncKav| when he was dying. Reference to Gen. xlvii. 31: 
Sov éy@ arobvnokw. — Kal Tpocekvynoey ETL TO AKPOV TIS 
paBsov advtod] and he worshipped (bowing) upon the top of his 

1 How Delitzsch has been able so greatly to misunderstand the above words as 

to read in them the assertion, that vzp) w:aaévrwy is to be combined with spi nab 

instead of 7dacynczv, I do not comprehend. 
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staff, i.e. in that from weakness he supported himself with his 
face resting upon the top of his staff. Addition from LXX. 
Gen. xlvii. 31 (inexactly referred to this place), for the bring- 
ing out of the solemn, devotional frame of Jacob in uttering 
this benediction [the same spirit being breathed in xlix. 18]. 
In the Hebrew the words read: 7097 wisanby oy MAW (Ze. 
according to Tuch: “ and Israel leaned back upon the head of 
the bed ;” but, more correctly, according to Knobel: “ and 

Israel bowed himself upon the head of the couch, inasmuch as he 
had before, during his conversation with Joseph, been sitting 
upright upon his couch (comp. xlvii. 2), but now leaned 
forward to the upper end thereof, and blessed God for the 
granting of the last wish”). The LXX., however, read the 
vowels 78157, and their translation was followed by our author 
in this passage as elsewhere. Strangely does Hofmann per- 
ceive in the subordinate particular cal mpocextvncev k.7.X., a 
“second thing” adduced as proving the faith of Jacob. The 
first is, according to him, Jacob’s last testament, the second 

his departure from life (!).— The supposition that tT} "Iwond 

is to be. supplemented to mpocexvyncev (so Chrysostom: 
TouTéote Kal yépav ov On Tpocexive TO Iwond, THY TavTos 
Tov Naod TpocKivnow SyrOv Tv écouévnv av’Te; Theodoret, 

Photius in Oecumenius, Theophylact, and others), is, equally 

with the view akin thereto, that avrod is to be referred to 

*Iwond, and él to a&kpov THs paBdov avdtod is to be 
regarded as the object to mpocexvyyncer (so the Vulgate: 
et adoravit fastigium virgae ejus; Primasius: virgae ejus i. e. 
virgae Jos.; Oecumenius: tocodtoy ... émlatevce Tois écopé- 
vous, OTL Kal TpoceKUyncE TH PadBdw, SoKaY opav Ta ecopeva ; 
Clarius, Bisping, Reuss: “ Jacob, after having received the 
oath of Joseph, bowed (s’inclina) towards the head of the 
latter’s staff, in token of submission, that is to say, in order 
solemnly to acknowledge Joseph as head of the family. The 
staff is the symbol of power;” and others), to be rejected as 
untenable. The first-named has against it the fact, that in 
that which precedes, the discourse is not of Joseph himself, 
but of his sons; the latter, that the making of éa/é 7c a note 
of olject to mpocxuvety is opposed to all the usage of the 
language. 
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Ver. 22. The example of Joseph. Comp. Gen. J. 24, 25. 
Firm faith, that the promise already given to Abraham (Gen. 

xv. 15-16) should be fulfilled, was it that Joseph, when he 
was near to death, gave direction as to that which should be 
done with his bones at the time of the accomplishment of 
that promise. — teXevT@v] the same as dvoOvncKar, ver. 21; 
the choice of the expression was called forth by Gen. 1. 26: 
Kal éreNevTncev ‘Iwond. — epi] in connection with pvnpo- 
vevetv, Which as at ver. 15 signifies to make mention, stands 
instead of the bare genitive, after the analogy of wvacbas trepi 
twos. See Kithner, IL. p. 186, Obs. 1.—1 &0d0s tov 
viav “Iopayd] the (future) departure of the children of Israel 
out of LEyypt. — épynpovevoey Kal... évereiato] Form of 
parallel arrangement; while, as regards the matter itself, the 
second member as an accessory point is subordinated to the 
first member as the main point. 

Vv. 28-29 the author passes over from the patriarchs to 
Moses, dwelling upon a series of facts in the history of the 
latter which bear a typical character. First— 

Ver. 23 he points to the faith manifested by the relatives 
of Moses at the time of his birth, Comp. Ex. 1.2. The 
special beauty of the new-born child awakened in them the 
belief’ that God had chosen him for great things and would 
be able to preserve his life, and in this belief they hid the 
child in opposition to the commandment of the Egyptian king. 
— vo Tév Tatépwr] ic. by his parents, For this elsewhere 
unusual employment of watépes, Wetstein aptly directs the 
reader to Parthenius, Zrot. 10: Kudvirrros ets émiOupiav 
Aevxovns éadv, Tapa TOV TaTépwr aitnaapevos avTHY HryayeTo 
yuvatka, as well as to the Latin patres, Stat. Theb. vi. 464: 
Incertique patrum thalami. Bengel understands watépes of 
the still living ancestors of Moses (“a patribus, id est a patre 
[Amram] et ab avo... paterno, qui erat Kahath ”), and he is 
followed by Chr. Fr. Schmid, Bohme (yet with wavering), and 
others; while Stein, who expressly rejects both explanations, 

1 Kurtz is in a position to add further particulars on this point, inasmuch as 
he supposes the ‘‘ presupposition” is to be derived from the state of things 
narrated, ‘‘ that a special divine admonition spoke to the parents out of the eyes 

of the child.” 
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wonderfully supposes “the mother,” together with “a few 
concurring friends, who as it were took the place of parents,” 
to be intended. In the Hebrew, Ex. ii. 2, the xpvmrew is 
predicated only of the mother ; the LXX., however, with whom 
the author agrees, have: (ddvrTes 6€ avTo doTelov, éaKé- 
Tacav avto phvas tpeis. — aatetov] fair and graceful in 
form. Theophylact: @paiov, th dives yapiev. In the Hebrew 
stands 210. — Kal ov« épo8ynOncav to Siataypa Tov Baciiéws] 
might, on account of the plural ov« éfo8nOncav, be considered, 

together with eiéov, in opposition to the passive éxpvBn, as 
still dependent upon dot But more logically exact is the 
taking of the words, as also is mostly done, as a parallel to 
expu@n. For much more natural does it appear that the 
author wished to represent that «pumrew as an act from the 
accomplishment of which fear did not deter, than that he 
should think of fearlessness as the motive cause of that action. 
—T0 dtataypa Tod Bactréws] the command of Pharaoh, to drown 
all new-born male children of the Israelites. Comp. Ex. i. 22. 

Vy. 24-26. Progress from the child Moses to the adult 
Moses. péyas yevopuevos, namely, corresponds (comp. Ex. 
ii. 11) to the yevvn@els, ver. 23, and péyas is to be under- 
stood not of worldly power and honour (Schulz, Bretschneider), 
but of being grown up. Comp. vill. 11; LXX. Gen. xxxviii. 
11,14; Hom. Od. ii, 314, xviii. 217, xix. 532. — npyncarto 
Neyer Oar] refused or disdained to be called. — Ovyarpos] not THs 
@vyatpos is placed (as Ex. ii. 5 ff.), since the author combines 
Guyatpos with Papae into one single (more general) notion : 
of a Pharaoh's daughter, 1.e. of an Eyyptian royal princess. 

Ver. 25. Justificatory explanation of the jpyncato, ver. 24: 
en that he preferred to suffer evil treatment with the people of 
(rod, in place of possessing a temporary sinful enjoyment. — 
MadXov aipeto Oar 7] in Holy Scripture a dra& Neyouevov; in 
profane literature, on the other hand, of very frequent occur- 
rence. Instances in Wetstein.— The compound cuyKaxov- 
xeto@ae only here; the simple form caxovyetc@ax alone 
(ver. 37, xiii. 3) is found elsewhere. — 76 Aad Tot Oeod] see 
at iv. 9.— mpocKarpoy amoravow] an enjoyment only tempo- 
rary, of brief duration, sc. of the earthly joys of life. Contrast 
to the enjoyment of everlasting blessedness. — dwaprtias] not 

Meyer.—HEs. 2D 
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genit. objectt (Theophylact, Schlichting, Schulz, Stein, Stengel, 
al.), but genit. auct.: Enjoyment, such as (the committing of) 
sin affords. By dwaptia is meant apostasy from God, by 
the abandoning of the communion with the people of God. 

Ver. 26. Indication of cause for ver. 25, in such wise that 

nYyno dpevos, ver. 26, is subordinated to the wadXov édopevos, 
ver. 25, —- Tov ovewucpov Tov Xpictov| the reproach of Christ. 
That signifies not: the reproach for Christ's sake, which he 
endured, namely, by virtue of the hope in the Messiah 
(Castellio, Wolf, Carpzov, Bohme, Kuinoel, Bloomfield, and 

others). For by the mere genitive this notion cannot be 
expressed. The sense is: the reproach, as Christ bore it, mas- 

much, namely, as the reproach, which Moses took upon him 

to endure in fellowship with his oppressed people at the hand 
of the Egyptians, was in its nature homogeneous with the 
reproach which Christ afterwards had to endure at the hands 
of unbelievers, to the extent that in the one case as in the 

other the glory of God and the advancement of His kingdom 
was the end and aim of the enduring. Comp. Tov dvedsopor 
avtov hépovtes, xiii. 13, and ta twabjpata tod Xpiorod, 2 Cor. 

i. 5; as also ta botepypata Tav Oripewv Tov Xpiotod, Col. 
i, 24.— awéBreTrev yap eis THY picPatrobociar] for he looked 
stedfastly to the bestowal of the reward. The determining 
eround for his action. — avoP)eérevv in the N. T. only here. 
— picPaTobocta is the promised heavenly reward, the ever- 
lasting salvation; comp. vv. 39,40. Unsuitably does Grotius 
limit the expression to the promised possession of the land of 

Canaan. 
Ver. 27 is referred either to the flight of Moses to Midian 

(Ex. ii. 15), or to the departure of the whole people out of 
Egypt. The former supposition is favoured by Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Zeger, Jac. Cappellus, 
Heinsius, Calmet, Bengel, Michaelis, Schulz, de Wette, Stengel, 

Tholuck, Bouman (Chartae theolog. lib. II. Traj. ad Rhen. 
1857, p. 157 sq.), Delitzsch, Nickel (in Reuter’s Repertor. 
1858, Marz, p. 207), Conybeare, Alford, Maier, Kluge, Moll, 
Ewald; the latter by Nicholas de Lyra, Calvin, Piscator, 

Schlichting, Grotius, Owen, Calov, Braun, Baumgarten, Carpzov, 

Rosenmiiller, Heinrichs, Huét, Bohme, Stuart, Kuinoel, Paulus, 
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Klee, Bleek, Stein, Bloomfield, Ebrard, Bisping, Kurtz, Hof- 

mann, Woerner, and others. Only the opinion first mentioned is 
the correct one. Against it, indeed, the objection appears to be 
not without weight, that Ex. ii. 14 a goSnOAvar of Moses is 
spoken of, whereas here, by means of yu goSnets «.7.X., the 
opposite is asserted. But the contradiction is only an 
apparent one. For in the account of Exodus a fear on the 
part of Moses is mentioned only in the objective relation, 
whereas the fearlessness, which the author of our epistle 
intends, belongs purely to the subjective domain. Moses was 
alarmed that, contrary to his expectation, the slaying of the 
Egyptian had already become known, and apprehended as a 
consequence being exposed to the vengeance of the king, if 
the latter should obtain possession of him. On this very 
account also he took steps for the saving of his life, in that he 
withdrew by flight from the territory of Pharaoh. With this 
fact, however, it was perfectly reconcilable that in the con- 
sciousness of being chosen to be the deliverer of his people, 
and in the confidence in God, in whose hand alone he stood, 

he felt himself inwardly, or in his frame of mind, raised above 
all fear at the wrath of an earthly king. There is therefore 
no need of the concession (de Wette), that the author of the 
epistle, when he wrote down his py goBnbeis, did not 
remember the words €$0870n 6€ Mwiofs, Ex. ii. 14. But 
just as little is 1t permissible, with Delitzsch, to press the 
expression kaTéAemev, chosen by the author, and to assert 

that kataNderety expresses the repairing hence without fear, 
whereas duyetv would denote the repairing hence from fear. 
The author might also have written without difference of 
signification—what is denied by Delitzsch—iote: &puyev ets 
ynv Madiap, pn boBnbels tov Ovpov tod Bacidéws. — The 
referring, on the other hand, of the statement, ver. 27, to the 

leading forth of the whole people, is shown to be entirely 
inadmissible—(1) from the consideration that, in the chrono- 
logical order which the author pursues in the enumeration of 
his models of faith, the departure of Israel from Egypt could 
not have been mentioned before the fact on which he dwells 
in ver. 28, but only after the same; (2) that to the departure 
of the people out of Egypt the expression «atédurev (se. 
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Motojs) Atyurzov is unsuitable; (3) finally, that according 
to Ex. xii. 31 that departure was commanded by Pharaoh him- 
self; in connection with the departure, therefore, any fear 

whatever at the wrath of the king could not arise. — tov yap 
dopatov ws opav éxaptépnaer] for having the invisible (God) as 
uw were before his eyes, he was strong and courageous. tov 
dopatov ws oper belongs together, and tov ddparoy stands 
absolutely, without, what is thought most probable by Bohme, 
as also Delitzsch and Hofmann, our having to supplement 
Bacikea to the same. Contrary to linguistic usage, Luther, 
3engel, Schulz, Paulus, Stengel (wavering), Ebrard combine 

Tov adpatov with éxaptépnoev: he held firmly to the invisible 
one as though seeing Him; according to Ebrard, caprepety 
tTiva@ signifies: “to comport oneself stedfastly in regard to 
some one” (!), and the expression of our passage is supposed 
to acquire a pregnancy in the sense of tov dopatoy Timor 
exaptépnaev (!). Kaptepeiv te can only denote: stedfastly to 
bear or undergo something ; Kaptepety teva, however, cannot 

be used in Greek. 
Ver. 28. Comp. Ex. xii.— IIlore:] in believing confidence, 

sc. in the word of God, at whose command he acted, that the 

blood of the paschal lambs would become the means of deliver- 
ing the Israelites. — wemoinxev 76 racxa | he ordained the Pass- 
over. In the perfect there lies the characterization of the 
regulation then adopted as something still continwing in force 
even to the present. With the notion of the meet ordering of 
the Passover blends consequently the idea of the dnstitution 
thereof; although it is true only to wdoya, not likewise the 
addition Kal Tv mpooxvow Tod aipuatos, is suitable thereto. 
— Kal Tiv Tpocxvow Tod aipatos] and the affusion of the 
blood. What is intended is the sprinkling or anointing of the 
door-posts and lintels of the Israelite houses with the blood of 
the slain paschal lambs, enjoined by Moses at the command 
of God, Ex. xii. 7, 22 f.— mpooyvors] in Holy Scripture only 
here. — va py 0 dd0Opevwv Ta TpwTOTOKAa Olyn adTav] that 
the slayer of the first-born might not touch them. By o 6Xo- 
Opevor, the destroyer, the LXX. at Ex. xii. 23 have translated 

the Hebrew Mnvian, the destruction, thinking in connection 

therewith of an angel of destruction sent forth by God. Comp. 
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1 Chron. xxi. 12, 15 (dyyedos Kuplov éEoroOpevwv) ; 2 Chron. 
xxxil. 21; Ecclus, xlviii, 21; 1 Cor. x. 10 (6 drofpeutijs). 
—Ta& mpwtotoxa] Ex. xii. 12: wav mpwrotoKov . . . amo 
avOperov éws KTHvovs. Comp. ibid. ver. 29. We have to 
construe Ta mpwTotoKa with o droOpevar, not, as Klee, 

Paulus, Ebrard, and Hofmann will, with @ryn, since the com- 

bination of @vyyavecy with an accusative is not usual. — adrtar] . 
namely the Israelites. This reference of the adr@p was self- 
evident from the connection, although the Israelites are not 
previously mentioned. See Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 138 f. 

Ver. 29. Comp. Ex. xiv. 22 ff— IIicrer] Oecumenius: 
eviatevoav yap SiaSnoecOar xai déByoav’ tocodTov oidev 
mloTls Kal Ta advvata duvaTa Trotetv. — diéBnoay] namely, 

the Israelites under Moses. — os 81a Enpas yhs] as through dry, 
jirm land. The less usual 62a with the genitive, alternating 
with the ordinary accusative in connection with dca8atveww, was 

probably occasioned by the reading of the LXX. Ex. xiv. 29 
(ot 5€ viol Iopannr érropevOnoav bia Enpas ev péow Tis Oadac- 
ons). — hs tmeipay NaBovtes of Aiytrtiot KateTOPncav] in the 
essaying of which the Egyptians were drowned. — js refers back 
to TH épvOpav Odraccay, not, as Bohme, Kuinoel, Klee, Stein, 

Stengel, Bloomfield, Delitzsch, Kurtz suppose, to Enpas yijs. 
For the former is the main thought, of which the readers are 
reminded anew by xatero@ncav, whereas os bia Enpas con- 
tains only a subsidiary feature, attached by way of comparison. 
—Teipav Nap Pavetv Tivos stands here in the active sense. 
Otherwise ver. 36.—x«atamrivecOat, however (comp. Ex. 
xv. 4), is a more general expression for the more definite cata- 
movtTitec Oar, which latter (xaterovtic@ncav) is found also in 
our passage, in some cursives, as likewise with Chrysostom and 
Theodoret. 

Ver. 30. The example of faith afforded by the Israelite 
people in connection with the siege of Jericho, Josh. vi.— 
IIictec] on the ground of faith, which, namely, the people 
displayed. Wrongly Grotius, who supposes wiotec is to be con- 
strued with xcuxrwbévta. — érrecav] On the plural of the verb 
with the neuter plur., see Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 479. — 
KuKrwOevta] after they (daily with the ark of the covenant, 
heralded by trumpet blast) had been encircled (incorrectly 
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Schulz, and others: beleaguered). — émt érta hpyépas] for seven 
days, seven days long. Comp. Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 381. 

Ver. 31. The example of the Gentile woman Rahab, Josh. 

ii., vi 17, 22 ff. Her conduct had proceeded from the recog- 

nition that the God of the Israelites is a God in heaven and 
upon earth, and from the confidence thereon based, that this 
God would lead them to victory. Comp. Josh. 1. 9 ffi— 

‘PaaB 4 tropvn| Comp. Jas. ii. 25; Clem. Rom. ad Cor. ¢. 12. 

The epithet  +dpv7 is to be left in its literal sense. To inter- 
pret it, with Jac. Cappellus, Valckenaer, Heinrichs, and others, 
after the precedent of the Chaldee paraphrase and the Arabian 
version, by the hostess, or, with Hofmann, the harlots’ hostess, or, 

with Braun and others, the heathen woman, or finally, with 

Koppe (an Heinrichs) and others, the idolatress, is arbitrary. 
The designation of Rahab as 7 aopvn is an historic characteri- 

zation, in accordance with Josh. ii. 2, vi. 17 ff., and without 

any ground of offence. For it has already been rightly observed 
by Calvin: “hoc (epitheton) ad anteactam vitam referri cer- 
tum est ; resipiscentiae enim testis est fides.” Comp. further, 
Matt. xxi. 31, 32.— ols azewOjcacw] the inhabitants of 

Jericho, They had shown themselves disobedient, because 
they had resisted the people of God (Josh. vi. 1), although 
not to them either had the mighty deeds of this God remained 
unknown (Josh. ii. 10). — defapévn tods xatacKoTrous peT 
e_pnvns| seeing she had received the spies with peace, 2.c. without 
practising acts of hostility towards them, to which she might 
have been incited by reason of their nationality. 

Vv. 32-40. On account of the multitude of models of faith 
which are still to be found in the O. T., the author must 

abandon the attempt of presenting them singly to the readers. 
He relinquishes, therefore, the previous description in detail, 

and briefly sums up that to which he could further call atten- 

tion. He mentions first, at ver. 32, another series of heroes 

of the faith; and then portrays in general rubrics their deeds 
of faith, and that in such form that ver. 33 ... dAdouz, ver. 35, 
deeds of victorious faith are brought into relief, and thence to 
the end of ver. 38 deeds of suffering faith. 

Ver. 32. Kai ti étt Neyo 3] And to what end do I still 
speak ? ze. what need is there yet, after that which has already 
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been mentioned, of a further description in detail? and what 
end can it serve, since, considering the abundance of the his- 
toric material, an exhaustive presentation is surely impossible ? 
—éyw] is indicative. See Winer, Gramm. 7 Aufl. p. 267. 
— éridelrewv] only here in the N. T.— éirerpen pe yap 
Sunyoupevov 6 xpovos tept Tedeav x.7.r.] for the time will not 
suffice me for relating of Gideon, etc. Comp. Demosth. de 
Corona, ed. Reisk. p. 324: érriretpes we Aéyorta 7 tépa Ta 
Tov mpodoTay dvopata; Julian. Orat. 1, p. 341 B: éreretpe 
pe Taxelvou Sinyovmevov 6 xpovos. Parallel is also the Latin: 
deficit me dies, tempus, eg. Liv. xxviil. 41: Dies me deficiat, 
si... mumerare velim; Cic. pro Rose. Amer. c. 32, init.: 
tempus, hercule, te citius, quam oratio deficeret. Further 

instances (also from Philo) see in Wetstein and Bleek. —o 
xpoves] Oecumenius: 6 ypdvos 6 Th émiatod}, dnolv, appodzos 
Kat olov 1) cuppetpia; Theophylact: wots ; i) 0 mas" eipnrac 
S€ todTO, ws cuvnbes nyiv réyew, DrepBorKds’ 7) O TH éTrLT- 

TOR sUppetpos. — rept Tedemv cai Bapak «.7.d.] of Gideon, as 
well as of Barak, etc. That here too, in connection with the 

correct text, the regard to chronology is not lost sight of, see 
in the critical remark.— On Gideon, comp. Judg. vi.—vili.; on 
Barak, Judg. iv., v.; on Samson, Judg. xiiii—xvi.; on Jephthah, 
Judg. xi. 1-xii. 7.— The last double member is yet enlarged 
by the addition cai tdv mpodyntayv to Sapounn, because 
Samuel opened the series of the prophets; cf. Acts ii. 24. 

Ver. 33. Of d:a rictews Katnywvicavto Bacirelas] who by 
virtue of faith subdued kingdoms. The dsa riorews with 
emphasis placed at the head dominates the whole description 
following, so that it continues equally to sound forth in con- 
nection with all the finite verbs as far as wep Gov, ver. 37. 
— ol, however, connects in a lax manner that which follows 

with that which precedes, in so far as, vv. 33, 34, respect is 

had, in part at least, to yet other persons besides those men- 
tioned ver. 32. As regards the subject-matter, therefore, 

there would have been more accurately written in place of 
the mere of: “who with others like-minded.” —katayovt- 
feo @ac further, in the N. T. a dra€ Aeyopevor, signifies to get 
the better of or overpower. With Bohme to attach to the same 
the signification: “to acquire by fighting” (“certamine sibi 
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paraverunt regna; quod nostra lingua succinctius ita dixeris: 
ste haben sich Herrscherwiirden erkimpft”), is opposed to the 
usus loguendi.— The statement itself for the rest is true, as 
of David, who vanquished the Philistines (2 Sam. v. 17—25, 
vil. 1, xxi. 15 ff), Moabites, Syrians, Edomites (2 Sam. 
vil. 2 ff), and Ammonites (2 Sam. x., xii. 26 ff.), so also 

of the four judges, mentioned ver. 32, inasmuch as Gideon 

smote the Midianites (Judg. vii), Barak the Canaanites 
(Judg. iv.), Samson the Philistines (Judg. xiv. ff), Jephthah the 
Ammonites (Judg. xi.). — elpydcavto Sixatocivnv] wrought 
righteousness and justice, namely, for their subjects, in virtue: 
of their quality as judges or kings. Comp. movety xpiya 
Kat Stxatoocvvnv, 2 Sam. viii. 15; 1 Chron. xviii. 14; 
2 Chron. ix. 8, al. Too generally Erasmus, Schlichting, Gro- 

tius, Schulz, Stein, and others (comp. already Theodoret : todro 
KoWOV TOV ayiov amavtwv): they did that which was morally 
good or pious. — érétuyov étrayyedtav| obtained promises, i.e. 
either: came into the possession of blessings which God had pro- 
mised them (Piscator, Owen, Huét, Bohme, Stuart, de Wette, 

Delitzsch, Alford, Maier, Moll, Hofmann, Woerner, and the 

majority), or: received words of promise on the part of God 

(Chrysostom, Theodoret, Primasius, Schlichting [Whitby ?], 
Bleek, Ebrard, Kurtz, al.). Either interpretation is admissible. 
Yet in the first case, that no contradiction with ver. 39 (comp. 

also ver. 13) may arise, only, what the absence of the article 
before é€mrayyedvav also permits, blessings and successes of 
earthly nature could be meant. In the first case, one may 
think of Judg. vii. 7 and the like, while in the second case 
the words are specially to be referred to the Messianic pro- 
mises given to David and the prophets. — ébpatav otopata 
AeovTwrv] closed the jaws of lions. Comp. with regard to Daniel, 

Dan. vi. 22 (1 Mace. ii. 60); with regard to Samson, Judg. 
xiv. 6; with regard to David, 1 Sam. xvii. 34 ff. 

Ver. 34. "EoBecav Svvapw rupos| Quenched the violence of 
Jive (fire’s violence). Theophylact: ov« etme d€ ésBecav rip 
Gra Stvapty Tupds, 6 Kat peilov' éEaTTopevoy yap Odws 
Svvauiv Tov Kalew ovK etye KaT avTa@v. To be compared is 
the statement with regard to Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego, 

the three companions of Daniel, Dan. iii, Comp. 1 Mace. 
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ii. 59: "Avavias, "Afapias, Micanr motevcavtes ecwbOnoav 
éx ddroyos. — Epuyov otduata wayaipas| escaped the sword- 
points; eg. David, comp. 1 Sam. xviii. 11, xix. 10, 12, 

xxi. 10; Elijah, comp. 1 Kings xix. 1 ff; Elisha, comp. 
2 Kings vi. 14 ff, 31 ff. — évedvvapaOnoay amo dobeveias] 
out of weakness were made strong. These words Chrysostom, 

Theodoret, Oecumenius, and Theophylact refer to the strengthen- 
ing of the whole people by liberation from the Babylonian 
captivity; Oecumenius, Theophylact, Calvin, Schlichting, Jac. 
Cappellus, Grotius, Owen, Heinrichs, Huét, Bohme, Stuart, 

Stein, Tholuck, Ebrard, and the majority, partly exclusively, 
partly, among other things, to the recovery of Hezekiah (2 Kings 
xx.; Isa. xxxviii.); certainly more correct, however, Bengel, 
Chr. Fr. Schmid, Storr, Bleek, de Wette, Hofmann, to the rein- 

vigoration of the weakened Samson (Judg. xvi. 28 ff.). — éyevy- 
Onoav ioxyupot év Torguw] waxed valiant in battle. Theodoret 
Kab ot mpoppnGévtes Kat ot tod Martrtafiov raises ‘Iovdas 
kal “Iwva@ns cal Sivov. That the author was thinking 
of the Maccabees also, in particular, in addition to the judges 
and David, is certainly very probable. — rapewBoras Exdwvav 
adrXotpiav] Made armies of aliens flinch or give way. Theo- 
doret: To avto Svapdpas elpnxev.— mapeuwBorn, as MN, 
in the signification of army; likewise Judg. iv. 16, vii. 14; 
1 Mace. v. 28, 45, and frequently. With the Greeks this 

signification of the word is rare; comp., however, Aelian, Var. 

Hist. xiv. 46: “Hvixa 8é ee cuppiEa, évtad0a of pev Kives 
TpoTnoavtes éTadpattov THY TapeuBornv. —xKXrlvecy, in the 
sense indicated, is found in Holy Scripture only here. 

Ver. 35. "EXaBov yuvaixes €& dvactacews Tos vexpovs 
avtav] Women received back their dead (their sons) through 
resurrection. Those meant are the widow of Sarepta (1 Kings 
xvii. 17 ff.), whose son was awakened out of death by Elijah, 
and the Shunammite woman (2 Kings iv. 18 ff.), whose son 
was raised by Elisha. Far-fetched is the supposition of Biesen- 
thal (in Guericke’s Zeitschr. f. die ges. luther. Theol. w. Kirche, 
1866, H. 4, p. 616 ff.): reference is made to the tradition, 

preserved to us in the rabbinical and talmudic literature, of 
the cessation of the dying away of the male population in the 
wilderness on the 15th Ab. — Syntactically ver. 35 begins 
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a new proposition (against Bohme, who, as unnaturally as 
possible, makes the statement €dAaBov . . . avtar still depen- 
dent on of, ver. 33, and regards yuvaixes as apposition to 07). 
— With drror Sé, to the close of ver. 38, the discourse 
passes over to examples of a suffering faith, which remained 
still unrewarded upon earth.— ddr 8é étupravicOncay| 
Others, on the other hand, were stretched on the rack. Allusion 

to the martyr-death of Eleazar (2 Mace. vi. 18 ff.), and of the 
seven Maccabean brothers, together with their mother (2 Macc. 
vii.). tupavifec@ac means: to be stretched out upon the 
Tuptavoy (comp. 2 Mace. vi. 19, 28), an instrument of torture 

(probably wheel-shaped, Josephus, de Mace. c. 5, 9, 10: tpoxes), 
—to be stretched out like the skin of a kettledrum, in order 

then to be tortured to death by blows (comp. 2 Mace. vi. 30). 
— ot mpocdeEdpevot| not accepting, i.c. since the expression, by 
reason of the objective negation ov, blends into a single notion: 
disdaining. — tiv atorttpwow] the deliverance, namely the 
earthly one, which they could have gained by the renouncing 
of their faith. Comp. 2 Mace. vi. 21 ff, vii. 27 ff.— iva 
KpelTTovos avactacews TUywow| that they might become par- 
takers of a better resurrection. Motive for the contemning of 
earthly deliverance. Comp. 2 Mace. vil. 9, 11, 14, 20, 23, 

29, 36, as also 2 Macc. vi. 26. xpeittovos stands not in 
opposition to the resurrection of the ungodly unto judgment, 

Dan. xii. 2 (Oecumenius: xpetttovos ...%) of Aourol avOpwrrou’ 
4 pev yap avdotacis Taot KowWwn, AXN ovTOL avacTHTOVTAL, 
dnalv, cis Swnv aiwviov, kal ovTo. eis KONaCLY aiwvioy. Comp. 
Theophylact), neither does it form any antithesis to é& ava- 
otacews in the beginning of the verse (Chrysostom: ov 
ToLavTNS, Olas TA Taldia TOV yuvatkov ; Theophylact, who does 
not, however, decide; Bengel, Schulz, Bohme, Bleek, Stein, 

de Wette, Stengel, Ebrard, Delitzsch, Riehm, Lehrbegr. des 

Hebréerbr.p. 617, Obs.; Alford, Maier, Kurtz, and others), which 

is too remote; but corresponds to the drodvTpwow immedi- 
ately preceding. A much higher possession was the resurrec- 
tion to the eternal, blessed life, than the temporal deliverance 
from death; which latter could be regarded, likewise, as a 
sort of resurrection, but truly only as a lower and valueless 

one. 
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Ver. 36. Others endured mockings and scourges, yea, moreover’, 

bonds and prison. “Erepot, in accordance with its verbal 
signification, introduces a heterogeneous class of heroes of the 
faith, 7c. a particular species of the dAdo, mentioned as the 

genus ver. 35. As regards the subject itself, indeed, inexact, 
since, ver. 35, with dAXou O€ éruptravicOncar x.7.Xr. reference 
was made not merely to 2 Mace. vi., but—as the addition iva 
KpelTTOVvOS avaatdcews TUywow clearly shows—at the same 
time to 2 Mace. vii.; the mention, however, of the scourging 

along with the mocking seems to admit of explanation only 
from the author's referring to 2 Macc. vi. 30 (uactiyovpevos) 
and vii. 1 (udorv& Kal vevpais aixcfouévous), as indeed the 
enduring of public mockery is expressly mentioned (in addi- 
tion to 1 Mace. ix. 26) at 2 Mace. vii. 7 (Tov Sevrepov Fryov 
érl Tov éutravypov), and again 2 Mace. vii. 10 (wera 8€ Todrov 
0 tpitos éverraifero). On the other hand, however, it seems 

evident that it was the intention of the writer at ver. 36 in 
reality to draw attention to a dissimilar class of men; from 
the fact, even apart from the choice of the expression érepox, 
that im the case of the previous ddAoe dé érupravicOncay 
K.T.X. We are constrained to think of a death by martyrdom, 
while at ver. 36 the enhancing érz 6€ forbids our thinking of 
the martyr’s death, since, according to this, bonds and dungeon 

were a more severe trial than mocking and scourging. We 
must therefore suppose that the author designed further to 
refer to those, as forming a special category, who, without 
suffering actual death, were exposed to other kinds of tortures 
and miseries; that he still derived, however, the main colours 

for this new picture from the historic figure which but just 
now had been present to his mind in connection with the 
éruptravic@ncav x.t...— The enhancing ére dé is to be 
explained from the fact that é€wmaiyuol kat paotuyes 
denotes the more transient suffering, in point of time more 
brief; Secpot cal dvdAax7, on the other hand, the longer 
enduring sufferings. — 7retpav NauPdvewv] here in the passive 
sense: to have experience of something. Otherwise ver. 29.— 
decuav Kai puraxhs] Comp. 1 Mace. xiii. 12; 1 Kings xxii. 
27; Jer. xxxvii., xxxviii., al. 

Ver. 37. “EdiOacOncav] They were stoned. To be referred 
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to Zechariah, son of Jehoiada (2 Chron. xxiv. 20-22; comp. 
Matt. xxii. 35; Luke xi. 51), and probably also to Jeremiah, 
of whom at least later tradition reports death by stoning. 
Comp. Tertull. Scorpiac. 8 ; Hieronym. adv. Jovinian. ii. 37; 
Pseudo-Epiphan. (Opp. ii. p. 239), al. Less suitably do Oecu- 
menius, Theophylact, Jac. Cappellus, Grotius, and others think 
also of Naboth, 1 Kings xxi. — érp/cOnoav] were sawn asunder. 
Death by sawing asunder (comp. 2 Sam. xii. 31; 1 Chron. 
xx. 3) was, according to early tradition, that suffered by Isaiah 
at the hands of Manasseh, king of Judah. See Ascens. Jes. 
vat. v. 11-14; Justin Martyr, Dial. c. Tryph.120 ; Tertull. de 
Patient. 14, Scorpiac. 8 ; Origen, Hpist. ad African.; Lactant. 
Institt. iv. 11, al.; Tr. Jevamoth, f.49. 2; Sanhedrin, f. 103. 2. 

— éretpacOncav] were tempted. This general statement has 
about it something strange and inconvenient, inasmuch as it 
occurs in the midst of the mention of different kinds of violent 
death. Some, therefore, have been in favour of entirely deleting 
eretpacOncav (Erasmus, Calvin, Beza, Marloratus, Grotius, 

Hammond, Whitby, Calmet, Storr, Valckenaer, Schulz, Bohme, 

Kuinoel, Klee, Delitzsch, Maier, a/.), in doing which, however, 

we are not justified by external evidence ;’ while others have 
thought that ésespdc@ncav is a corruption, in itself early, of 
the original text, which latter must be restored by conjecture. 
It has been conjectured by Beza, edd. 3, 4, 5, that we have to 

read érupwOncav; Gataker, Miscell. 44, Colomesius, Odserv. 5, 

Moll, and Hofmann: érpycOncav; Fr. Junius, Parall. lib. ii., 
and Piscator: ésrupac@ncav; Sykes and Ebrard: ésrupic@ncar, 
they were burned.? Further, Luther (transl.), Beza, edd. 1 and 2, 

Knatchbull, Fischer, Proluss. de vitiis Lexic. N. T. p. 538; 
Ewald, p. 171, read érdp@ncav (2), from sreipw, they were 

pierced, transfixed; Wakefield, Silv. crit. ii. 62: émepabncar, 

1 It is wanting only in some cursives, in the Peshito,—whose daughter, the 
Arabian version in Erpen., also omits it,—in the Aethiopic version, which also 
omits iapicéneey, with Origen (once, as compared with four times), Euseb. and 

Theophyl. 
2 Reuss, too, regards iarupiséncay [as does Conybeare iaxupaérénoay] as the most 

likely conjecture, but regards it, likewise, as possible: ‘‘ que le twesécéncay dans 
le texte vulgaire ne fit qu’une conjecture trés-superflue, destinée 4 remplacer 
le mot iapiréncay (ils furent sciés), parce que l’Ancien Testament ne fournit pas 

d’exemple de ce dernier supplice.” 
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from mepdw (?), they were spitted, impaled ; Tanaq. Faber, Epp. 
crit. ii. 14, and J. M. Gesner in Carpzov: éwnpw@naar, they 

were mutilated; Alberti: éo7retpdcOncay or éorretpab naar, from 

atreipa (2), they were broken on the wheel; Steph. le Moyne in 
Gronov. Ant. Gr. vii. p. 301: erpaOnaay, they were sold. Others 
yet other conjectures; see Wetstein, Griesbach, and Scholz ad 
loc. Bleek, too, assumes an error in the text, in that he holds 

a word which signifies “to be consumed, to perish by fire,” as 

émrpynaOnoay, which is found with Cyrill. Hieros., and in Codd. 

110, 111 for érpic@ncayr, or érupicOncar, or even one of the 
forms more commonly employed for the expressing of this 
idea,—é€verpnaOncayv and évetrupic@ncav,—to be the original 
reading, and then supposes the author perhaps to have thought 
once more of martyrs under the tyranny of Antiochus Epi- 
phanes, 2 Mace. vi. 11, vii. 4 f.; Dan. xi. 33, al. Comp. also 
Philo, ad Flace. p. 990 A (with Mangey, II. p. 542): xatedv- 
Gnoav tives (sc, Alexandrine Jews, by Flaccus) cat Cavtes 
ol wev evevpncOnoay ot dé bia péons KaTecUpnoay ayopas, 
€ws OX\a Ta Gwpata avTav édatravynOyn. Similarly Reiche, 
Commentar. Crit. p. 111 sqq., who leaves open the choice 
between érpyc@ncav and érupwOncav. —If émetpacOnoav 
is genuine, it must have been added by the author for the 
sake of the paronomasia with épic@ncayv, and be referred to 

the enticements and temptations to escape a violent death by 
means of apostasy (comp. eg. 2 Mace. vii. 24).— év dove 
payaipas améGavov] died by slaughter of the sword. Comp. 
1 Kings xix. 10: rods mpodpytas cou améxtewar ev poudaia ; 
Jer. xxvi. 23: kat érdatakev adtov év jayatipa (namely, the 
prophet Urijah). For the expression év gov payaipas, comp. 
LXX. Ex. xvii. 13; Num. xxi. 24; Deut. xiii. 15, xx. 13. — 

TepinrNOov... THS yHs, ver. 38, now further emphasizes the 
fact that the whole /ife of the last-named class of the heroes 
of faith was one of want and distress. — mepundOov év pndo- 

tals, €v airyelous Sépuacwy] refers specially to single prophets. 
Comp. Zech. xiii. 4, also Clemens Romanus, ad Corinth. 17: 

Muuntat yevopeOa Kaxeiver, oitives év Séppacw aiyelors Kal 
UndwrTats TEepleTaTHTAY, KNpvacoVTES THY Ehevaw TOD XpioTov" 

Néyouev 6€ “Hriav nai "Edtocatov, ére S& Kal “Iefexinr rods 
Tpodhr tas. — mepiprOov] they went hither and thither, without 
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being in possession of a fixed dwelling-place. Theophylact : 
TO O€ TepiArACov TO Siw@KEeTPat avdTovs SyAOt Kal aortaTeiv. — 
év| in, de. clothed with. — év undwrtais, év airyelous Séppacw] 

in sheep-skins, in goat fells. The latter, as designation of a yet 
rougher clothing, is an ascent from the former, and on that 
account placed last. js»AwrT7, the hide of smaller cattle in 

general, and specially of sheep. A pnAwty is mentioned as 
the garment of Elijah, which, on his being caught up to 
heaven, he left behind to Elisha, 1 Kings xix.13,19; 2 Kings 
viii. 13, 14. — torepovpevor, OduBopevor, KaKxovyovpevor] in 
want (sc. of that which is necessary for the sustenance of life), 
affliction, evil-treatment (comp. ver. 25). 

Ver. 38. “Av ovK fw aEwos 0 Kocpos] Men, to possess whom 
the (corrupt) world (ver. 7) was not worthy. Theophylact: 
OvK éxeTe, dyciy, eivetv OTL GwapT@rol dvTes ToLadTAa ETrAac- 
xXoVv, GANA ToLovTOL, oloL Kal TOD KOTMoU avTOU TimL@TEpOL 
eivat. Calvin: Quum ita profugi inter feras vagabantur 
sancti prophetae, videri poterant indigni, quos terra sustineret. 
Qui fit enim, ut inter homines locum non inveniant? Sed 

apostolus in contrariam partem hoc retorquet, nempe quod 
mundus illis non esset dignus. Nam quocunque veniant 
serv1 Dei, ejus benedictionem, quasi fragrantiam boni odoris, 

secum afferunt.— @v] goes back to the subject in sepud Gor, 
ver. 37. In a forced manner Bohme (as also Kuinoel, Klee, 
and Stein): it points to that which follows, and the sense is : 
oberravisse illos in desertis tales, quibus vulgus hominum, ut 
esse soleat, pravum ac impium, haud dignum fuerit, quocum 
illi eodem loco versarentur. Not less unnaturally does Hof- 
mann look upon wv ovK« jv d&os 0 Koopos as only a following 
definition of subject to zepu7dov, in that he begins a new 
section of the discourse with wepujiOov. To a yet greater 
extent, finally, has Carpzov missed the true interpretation, 
when, taking év as a neuter, he supplies caxav (voTepjcewr, 
OXiApewv), and gives as the sense: quorum indignus malorum 
erat mundus. Id est: tam crudelibus affecti sunt suppliciis, 
ut illa mundo indigna sint; ut orbem terrarum non deceat, 
tam horrenda ac doBepétata de eo dicii— €v épnuiats wra- 
vopevor K.T.r.] wandering in deserts and upon mountains, and 

in caves and the clefts [clifts] of the earth, Comp. 1 Kings 
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xviii. 4, 13, xix. 4, 8,9, 13; 1 Mace. i. 28, 29; 2 Mace. 
Wy. 2NG, wea, Whee Be 

Vv. 39, 40. General remark in closing. — Kai otro 
mavres| And these all. Refers back to the totality of the 
persons named, from ver. 4 (not merely, as Schlichting, 
Hammond, and Storr suppose, to those mentioned from a@\Xoz 
dé, ver. 35).— waptupnbévtes dia tis miotews] although by 
virtue of their faith they received a (glorious) testimony (in 
Scripture). — ov« éxopicavto tiv éemayyediav] did not bear 
away the promise (wrongly Ebrard: the aorist stands “ pro 
plusquamperf.”), ze. attained not, so long as they lived, to the 

possession of that which was promised, namely, the Messianic 
blessedness. 

Ver. 40. The ground for the ov« éxouicayto tHv éray- 
yediav lay in the decree of God, that those believers should 
not apart from us attain to the consummation. — Tod Qeod 
Tept Huov KpelTTOV TL TpoBAEeWapévov] God having, with 
regard to us, foreseen (predetermined) something better. — mpo- 
Brérrew] in the N. T. only here.— On account of the em- 
phatically preposed mwept uv, which forms the contrast to 
ovTo. Tavres, ver. 39, KpeitTov Te cannot be placed abso- 
lutely: “Something better than would otherwise have been 
our portion” (Schlichting, Seb. Schmidt, Huét). With this 
thought, moreover, iva pi) ywpls tudv TeXNeL@Pdow would not 
have been in keeping, since, instead thereof, a obv avrtois 
TereewOa@uwev must have been written. The sense can only 

be: i regard to us something better than in regard to them. 
In regard to us something better, inasmuch as when they 
lived the appearing of the Redeemer as yet belonged to the 
distant future, and was an object of longing desire (Matt. 
xii. 16 f.; Luke x. 23 f.); but now Christ has in reality 
appeared, has accomplished the redemption, and presently 
after a brief interval will return, to bring to full realization 
the Messianic kingdom with all its blessings of salvation. 
Comp. x. 25, 36 f.— ta pi xopis juadv TererwOdow] 
Declaration of the divine design: that they not without us 
should attain to the consummation. Without us, 2.e. without 

our having entered into the joint participation in the consum- 
mation, they would have attained to the consummation, if 
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Christ had already appeared in their time, and so they had 
already attained during their lifetime to the possession of the 
promised Messianic bliss. For then we should not have been 
born at all; since, according to the declaration of the Lord 
(Matt. xxi. 30; Mark xii. 25; Luke xx. 35 f.), in the con- 
summated kingdom of God a marrying and being given in 
marriage will no longer take place. 
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CHAPTPER::XEE 

Ver. 2. xexddinxev] Elz.: éxddicev. But the perfect, adopted 
into the Editt. Complut. Genev. Plant., as also by Bengel, 
Griesb. Matth. Lachm. Scholz, Bleek, Tisch. Bloomfield, Alford, 
teiche, and others, has the preponderant attestation of all the 
uncials, most cursives, and many Fathers in its favour; and is 
likewise preferable on internal grounds, since it represents the 
having sat down as a result extending into the present time. — 
Ver. 3. In place of the Recepta cig airév or cig adrév, which 
has the support of D*** K IL, almost all the cursives and many 
Fathers, there is found ¢/¢ airods in N**, with Theodoret (ré 
sig aurods avri rod sig exurous), and in Cod. 17; ei¢ eaurouds, how- 

ever, in 8*, in the Peshito (quantum sustinuerit a peccatoribus, 
qui fuerunt adversarii sibi ipsis), in D* E*, together with 
their Latin version (recogitate igitur, talem vos reportasse a 
peccatoribus in vobis adversitatem), and in some mss. of the 
Vulgate; while the Sahidic and Armenian vss. entirely omit the 
words, and Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. 1 and 8, de Wette write ¢/< 
zaurév. The latter, which is attested by A and the Vulgate 
(in semetipsum), indirectly also by D* E*, is to be held the 
original reading ; the plural, on the other hand, to be rejected 
as devoid of sense. — dyrimaréorqre] In place of this, Tisch. 2 
writes, after L* 46, al., Chrys. ms. Theodoret, Theophyl. ins. : 
ayrexaréornrs. This form of the word (see on the twofold 
augment, Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 69 f.) must, it is true, be 
adopted upon strong attestation, but is not in a position here 
to set aside the Recepta dvrimaréoryrs, Where dyrex. has against it 
the preponderating testimony of A D E L** xy, ete. Rightly, 
therefore, has Tisch. restored dyzz. in the editt. vil. and vill. 
— Ver. 5. Elz.: Yié wov. D*, some seven cursives, as also the 
Latin translation in D E, have only riz. Bleek has on that 
account suspected mov, and enclosed it within brackets. Ex- 
ternal authority, however, does not warrant our deleting the 
pronoun. The occasion for its omission might be afforded by 
the occurrence of a similar initial letter in the following word, 
or by the text of the LXX. in which it is wanting. — Ver. 7. 
eh TUusLOsiay iroueiers | Instead of this, Matth. Lachm. Tisch. 1, 

Meyer. —HEs. 25 
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7 and 8, Delitzsch, Riehm (Lehrbeqr. des Hebréerbr. p. 758), 
and Alford read eis rasbeiav vrouéevere, and Griesbach has 
placed ¢/¢ upon the inner margin. In favour of </¢ pleads, it 
is true, the greatly preponderating authority of A D E(?) k 
L &, of more than thirty cursives, Vulg. It. Syr. Copt. Sahid. 
Aeth. Arm. Damasc. Procop., while «/ is found only with 
Chrys. Theodoret, Theophyl. Slav. (?), and, as it seems, in many 
cursives. Nevertheless <f¢ is inadmissible. For, whether «i; 
soudciav is taken still with cupadéyera, or, as Hofmann will 
have it, with waorryo7;—whereby, however, that which follows 
would become deformed,—or it be combined with éowévere, in 
any case ca:de/a must be understood in the sense of “ education,” 
whereas of a certainty, alike from that which precedes as from 
that which follows, the signification “ chastisement” becomes a 
necessity. Consequently the Recepta ¢i cusdeiav imomévere 
is to be looked upon as that written by the author. The 
originality and correctness of this reading (defended also by 
Reiche, p. 115 sqq.) becomes manifestly apparent from the fact 
that upon its recognition vv. 7, 8, in accordance with the 
usual accuracy of diction prevailing in the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, are in perfect mutual correspondence as type and 
antitype, alike as regards the protasis as also the apodosis. — 
In place of the Recepta rig ydép éoriv, we have, with Lachm. 
and Tisch., after A, 8* Vulg. Sahid. Orig., to write merely: r/; 
yap. — Ver. 8. Elz.: védor gort xai ody viot With Lachm. 
Bleek, Tisch. 1 and 8, Delitzsch, Alford, we have to trans- 
pose into: védor xai ody viot gore, after A D* and D*** [in 
Cod. E all the rest is wanting from zé»res, ver. 8, to the close 
of the Epistle] 8, 17, 37, 80, al., Vuig. It. Chrys. (codd.) and 
Latin Fathers. — Ver. 9. Elz.: 0d rorA2G w&Arcyr. But A D* 
s (D* »x** with the addition of 62) have od woAd ma&Adro». 
Rightly preferred by Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. Alford. — Ver. 15. 
In place of the received 6:& rairns, we have to adopt, with 
Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. 1 and 2, and Alford, after A, 17, 67** 
80, 137, 238, Copt. etc. Clem. Chrys. (comment.): 67 airs; 
and in place of the Recepta 7o0Aro/, with Lachm. Tisch. and 
Alford, after A &, 47, Clem. Theodoret: of roaaos The article 
was lost sight of in the homoioteleuton orAo%— Ver. 16. 
Lachm. (and Tisch. 2 and 7, as well as Alford, have fol- 
lowed him therein!) has placed in the text, from A C, the 
form of the word é@rdero; but this, although not altogether 
unexampled (see Buttmann, Gramm. des neutestam. Sprachgebr. 
p. 40 f.), is manifestly a corruption of the Recepta arédoro, 
which is confirmed by the Cod. Sinait.— On the other hand, 
the reading éavrov, given by Lachm. Tisch. and Alford, merits, 
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on account of its more decided attestation by A C D** and 
D*** x*, the preference over the Recepta airot or adrot. — 
Ver. 18. Elz.: Luragwwivw oper oper, furnished by D K L, 
in like manner, as it seems, by almost all cursives, Vulg. (ed. 
Clem.) Arab. polygl Slav. Athan. Theodoret, Damasc. Oecum., 
is wanting indeed in A C 8, 17, 47, in many mss. of the Vulg., 
in Copt. Sahid. Syr. Arab. Erp. Aeth., with Chrys. (comment.), 
Theophyl. Mart. pap. Bed., and was already suspected by Mill 
(Prolegg. 1071) as a gloss, and then deleted by Lachm. and 
Tisch. 1 and 8, as likewise by Alford, is, however, indis- 
pensable, and is naturally called for by the opposition ar 
Tpooeanrvdare Liev oper, Ver. 22 (comp. also sod Gpoug, ver. 20), as 
well as the confusion of idea in a cdp Wyraguuevor. Rightly, 
therefore, has Tisch. 2 and 7 placed ¢ps: again in the text. 
—xai Cipw)] Elz.: xa? oxérw. Against A C D* x* 17, 31, 39. 
al. Suspected by Griesb. Rightly rejected by Lachm. Bleek, 
de Wette, Tisch. Delitzsch, Alford. czé-w was introduced 
from the LXX. Deut. iv. 11, v. 22.— Ver. 19. In place of the 
Recepta wrpooredjvas, Lachm. in the stereotype edition had 
adopted rpocdetvas, after A. Rightly, however, has he retained 
the Recepta in the larger edition. This reading is borne out by 
CDK LYS, by, as it seems, all the cursives and many Fathers. 
— Ver. 20. After A:doBorndjoeras, Elz. adds further: 47 Borsa: 

zararocevdnoera: Against all uncials (A C DK LM»), 
most min., all translations, and many Fathers. The words, 
deleted by Griesbach, Scholz, and all later editors, are a gloss 
from LXX. Ex. xix. 138.— Ver. 23. Elz.: 2v odpavots &roye- 

ypummevayv. But the decisive testimony of AC DLM-xs, 37, 
al. m., Syr. Copt. Vulg. and many Fathers demands the trans- 
position adopted by Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. Alford, 
and others: &roveypammévayv gy odpavors.— Ver, 24. xpeirrov 

ranodyri] Elz.: xpeirrove AaAodvrs. Against A C DK L 

M 8, most min, Syr. Arr. Copt. Sahid. Armen. Vulg. a/., and 
many Fathers. — Ver. 25. Elz.: eQuyoyv Tov EeTi TAs YNS Tapal- 

THOkmMEVOL YpywartiCovra, ToAAw waArov. Instead of this, 

however, we have to read, with Lachm. Bleek, de Wette, Tisch. 
(who, however, in the edit. vii. has given the preference to 
the verbum simplex Zguyov, over the verbum compositum 
eZepuyov) Alford: eFéguyov taxi ys wapairnodmevor roy xP u- 

fuariCovra, TOAD wGAAoy, in that 2&2 guyov (already approved by 
Grotius) is demanded by A C s* 57, 118, al. (Vulg. D, Lat. 
Slav. Epiph. in cant. cantic.: effugerunt), Cyr. Chrys. Philo 
Carpas. Oecum.; the deleting of the article +%; before vis 
(already omitted in the Editt. Erasm. Complut. Colin., after- 
wards also by Bengel, Griesb. Matth. Scholz) is required by all 
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the uncial mss. (including &), most min., and very many 
Fathers; further, the placing of the article sév only after 
capuirnoausvor is required by A C D M &* Cyril. Damasc.; 
finally, 702d is required by A C D* x, Sahid. — Ver. 26. Elz.: 
seiw. But A C MX, 6, 47, al., Syr. Vulg. Copt. Sahid. Slav. 
Athan. Cyril. Cosm. Andr. Areth. have osisw. Approved by 
Grotius, recommended by Griesb., rightly adopted by Lachm. 
Scholz, Bleek, Tisch. Alford, Reiche. — Ver. 27. Recepta: sav 
curevowevwy tyy werddeosv. Better accredited, however (by A 
C x*), is Lachmann’s order of the words: riyv ray cau?evomevwr 
meradecsv, Which on that account is to be preferred. Bleek 
and Tisch. 1 have entirely rejected the article rj» It is 
wanting, however, only in D* and M. — Ver. 28. The reading 
2yomuev, Which Calvin, Mill (Prolegg. 750), Heinrichs, and others 
approve, and which Luther also followed in his translation, is 
unsuitable, and insufficiently attested by K &, more than 
twenty min., most mss. of the Vulg., Aeth. Cyr. Antioch., while 
the reading ¢%mev rests upon the testimony of AC D LM, 
ete., Copt. Syr. Aeth. a/., Chrys. Theodoret, Damase. al., as also 
ams. of the Vulg.— In that likewise which follows, the in- 
dicative Awrpedouer, which Griesbach has placed on the inner 
margin, stands in point of external attestation below the 
Recepta nur petsumev. The former is found in K M8, about fifty 
min., with Athan., in mss. of Chrys., with Oecum. and Theophyl. 
On the other hand, A C D L, very many min. and many 
Fathers have rarpetdwuev.— At the close of the verse the 
Recepta reads: werd aidods xai eirxaBeiuc, instead of which, 

however, we have, with Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. and Alford, to 
adopt the reading (recommended also by Griesb.): wera edra- 
Beias xai dgovg, after A C D* x* 17, 71, 73, 80, 137, Copt. 
Sahid. Slav. ed. (al.: were déoug nai ebrAaBeias. Vulg.: cum metu 
et reverentia. D, Lat.: cum metu et verecundia). 

Vy. 1-13. In possession of such a multitude of examples, 
and with the eye uplifted to Jesus Himself, are the readers 
with stedfastness to maintain the conflict which hes before 
them, and to regard their sufferings as a salutary chastisement 
on the part of that God who is full of fatherly love towards 
them. 

Ver. 1. Conclusion from the total contents of chap. x1.— 
In the animating summons expressed vv. 1, 2, the addition 
du’ Urropovys, appended to the main verb tpéywper, has the 
principal stress; comp. x. 36, xii 1. Of the participial 

clauses, however, the first and third are of the same kind, 
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and are distinguished in equal degree from the second; as 
accordinely the former are introduced by participles of the 
present, the latter by a participle of the aorist. The first and 
third contain a ground of animation to the 6: dtrropovas 
tpéxopmev; by the second, on the other hand, the historic 

preliminary condition to the &’ bropovhs tpéyew is stated. 
The euphonious totyapody elsewhere in the N. T. only 
1 Thess. iv. 8.—«ai jets] we also, namely, like the saints of 

the Old Covenant described chap. xi.— tocodtov éyovtes Treps- 
Keipevov Huiv vépos paptipwv]| since we have so great a cloud 
of witnesses around us, or: since so great a cloud of witnesses 
surrounds us. €xovTes meptKetmevoyv is intimately con- 
nected together, and is a periphrasis of the mere verbal 
notion, inasmuch as a genitive absolute: tocovTov TrepiKerpévov 
jpiv «.T.r., might have been employed instead. védos is a 
figurative designation (also of frequent occurrence with classical 

writers) of a densely compact crowd. Theodoret: wAOos 
ToTOUTOV, véos pimovpevoy TH TwuKVvOTHTL. Comp. Hom. 1. 
iv. 274: dua 8 védos eiweto mefav, al. Eurip. Hee. 901 f.:: 
toiov "EAXdvev védos audi ce xpvTtet. Phoeniss. 1328 ff.: 
TOTEp €wavTov 7) TOW aTévw Saxpioas, iy TéprE Eyer vépos 
tocodtov, wate ou’ “Axépovtos iévac; Herod. viii. 109: végos 
TocovTov avOpwrwyv. Similarly also is the Latin nubes em- 
ployed. Comp. eg. Liv. 35. 49: rex contra peditum equi- 
tumque nubes jactat——Those meant by the tocodtov védos 

faptvpwy are the persons mentioned chap. xi. When, 
however, these are characterized as a cloud of witnesses, the 

author does not intend to imply that these witnesses are 
present as spectators at the contest to be maintained by the 

readers (Hammond, Calmet, Bohme, Paulus, Klee, Bleek, 

Stein, de Wette, Stengel, Tholuck, Bloomfield, Bisping, Hof- 
mann), but represents them thereby as persons who have 
borne testimony for the méores which he demands of his 
readers, and who consequently have become models for 
imitation to the readers as regards this virtue. 

To this signification of waptipev points with necessity the 
whole reasoning immediately foregoing. For as 6: troporis, 

1 The supposition of Delitzsch, Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebriierbr. p. 757), 
Alford, Maier, and Moll, that in maprvpw, ver. 1, the idea of ‘‘spectators”’ 
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xi. 1, attaches again the discourse to tmopovits yap éyete 
ypelav x.T.r., x. 36,80 also the contents of chap. xi., which 

stand in close connection with the latter, are recapitulated by 
the words: tocodtop eyorres TEpiKeipwevor Hiv védhos wapTvpar. 
On account, however, of this close connection of the first 

participial clause, xii. 1, with chap. xi, waptipwv cannot be 

otherwise interpreted than after the analogy of the charac- 
terization there made: paptupnbévtes bia THs TicTews, xi. 39 ; 
év TavTn euaptupnOnaay, xi. 2; dv As éwaptup7On, xi. 4; and 
pepapTupytal, Xi. 5, in that only the slight distinction is 
made, justified in a natural manner by the varying form of 
designation, that while the persons named were before repre- 
sented as those to whom a laudatory testimony was given in 
scripture on account of the wiczs manifested by them, they 
now appear as those who, by their conduct, have delivered a 
testimony in favour of their virtue of wiotis, and consequently 
have become patterns of the same for others. On account of 
this intimate coherence of the first participial clause, xi. 1, 

with chap. xi, a more nearly-defining addition, rs mictews 
to papTupwy, was, moreover, superfluous. That, however, pap- 
zUpev is in reality employed with reference to the miotes 
which the author demands of his readers, is further shown by 

Ths miotews, xii. 2, from which it is clearly apparent that 
the notion wiotis is still before the mind of the writer at 
ver. 2. It is therefore to be supposed that the discourse 
turns round to the figure of the vace—to which, indeed, 

meptxeimevovy Would already be appropriate, but to which this 
participle is not at all of necessity to be referred—only with 
Oykov aroGéwevoe K.T.A.— GyKov aTroVgwevos TavTa| having put 
off every hindrance (opposed to the context, Bengel and others: 
every kind of pride or arrogance; Hofmann: all earthly care 
and sorrow). The man contending in the race avoided, in 
order to keep his body light, oppressive clothing and the like. 
In the application, the clinging of the readers to external 
Judaism is certainly, in particular, thought of as the hindrance. 
Yet the expression is quite general, and sin in the strict 

blends with that of ‘‘ witnesses to the faith,” bears its refutation upon the face 
of it. For the combining of that which is logically irreconcilable is not 

exegesis, 
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sense of the term, which is immediately after quite specially 
emphasized, is likewise included thereunder. For kai is not, 

with Grotius and others, to be taken explicatively, but further 

brings into relief, in the form of a parallel classification, a 
definite species, taken, on account of its special importance, 
out of the before-named genus.—Sin is termed edrreptotatos. 
This adjective exists only here in the whole range of Greek 

literature. It is most naturally derived from the middle 
voice: meptictacbat, to place oneself round, or encompass. The 

sense is therefore: sin, which easily surrounds us and takes us 
captive. So the majority. Others derive evzrepictatos from 
the active mepiiotnut, then taking the word either in a 
passive or active sense. The explanation of Ernesti (ad 
Hesych. gloss. sacr. p. 140 sq.), that “as wepictatov denotes 
that which is thronged about by people who come to admire 

it, and aepictatos is said of a man about whom others do 
not stand, thus, who is destitute of friends; so etaepictatos 

characterizes sin as rich in friends and patrons, as generally 
esteemed and liked,” has against it the consideration that from 
euTrepiotatos, in this acceptation, the idea of that which is. 
public and manifest is inseparable; but this idea is out of 
keeping with the notion of sin, which is just as often 
perpetrated in secret as in public. The interpretation: sin, 
which is easily to be gone round, encircled, or avoided (Chry- 

sostom: 7) Tv evKodAwS Tepictacw Suvaméevny Tabeiy déyeL’ 
padXAov dé TovTO padiov yap, éav OérXwpev, TepuyeverOar [ get 
the better of | tis apaptias; Pseudo-Athanasius, de parabol. 
Script. quaest. 133: evaepictatov ceive THY dpaptiar, émedav 
Hoviyov oTaow ovK éxel, GAAA Tayéws TpéTETAL Kal KaTA- 
Averat; Clericus, Morus, Ewald p. 172), would yield an 

unsuitable thought, since it could not possibly be the design 
of the author to represent the power of sin as small. The 
active explanation: seductive or enticing (Carpzov, Schulz, 
Stein), has against it the fact that all the other derivatives 
from iotnpt, such as otatos, dotarTos, etc., have an intransitive 

or passive signification. Others, again, in their explanations 
of evmepictatos, follow the significations of the substantive 
Tepiotacis: sin, which casily plunges us into danger (Ex. 

Schmid, Raphel, Bengel, Storr; comp. already Theophylact : 
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} Ov ap evKorws Tis els TEpiaTdces euTrimTE’ OdEY Yep OUT 
Kivouv@des @S apaptia); which brings with it many hindrances 
(Kypke, Michaelis, Dindorf, Heinrichs, Kuinoel, Bloomfield) ; 

which has circumstantias (surroundings), whereby it commends 
itself and seduces us (Hammond); quae bonis utitur rebus 
circumstantibus, le. quac habet suisque affert bonam fortunam 

atque voluptates (Bohme).—The adpaprtiéa is sin in general; 
not specially: the sin of apostasy from Christianity. On 
account of dobéuevor, the awaptia is thought of as a burden 
which we bear within us as a propensity, or about us as an 
encumbering garinent. — tpéyew ayova] to run a race. Comp. 
Herod. viii. 102; Dion. Hal. vii. 48 ; Eurip. Orest. 875. — 6¢ 
vTopmovns} Rom. vill. 25. 

Ver. 2. Second factor in the encouragement. Not only the 
example of the O. T. witnesses for the faith, but also the 
example of the Beginner and Perfecter of the faith, Christ 
Himself, must animate us to a persevering tpéyvew. — agopav- 
Tes] in that we look forth (for our encouragement and for our 
ardent imitation). ddopav (as, immediately after, TehecwtT7s) 
only here in the N. T. — eds tov tis mlotews apynyov Kal 
TerewtiVv Incodv] to the Beginner and Perfecter of the faith, 
Jesus, i.e. to Jesus, who has begun or awakened in us the 
Christian faith, and carries it on in us to perfection, or to the 
close (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus, and 

the majority), which last particular then naturally includes 
the attaining of salvation. But it is going too far when one 
finds—as Grotius, Bloomfield, and many others—in TeXevwT7)s 

the figure of the BpaBeurns, the judge or umpire of the games, 
who, on the completion of the contest, awards the prize of 
victory ; for the expression itself does not warrant this 
special application. According to Bengel, Baumgarten, Schulz, 
Bleek, de Wette, Ebrard, Bisping, Grimm (Theol. Literaturdl. 
z. Darmst. Allg. Kirch.-Zeit. 1857, No. 29, p. 667), Nickel 
(Reuter’s Repertor. March 1858, p. 208 f.), Riehm (Lehrbegr. 
des Hebriierbr. p. 326), Maier, Moll, Kurtz,—comp. also 

Theodoret: Kata 10 dvOp@mwov audotepa téOerkev, — 0 THs 
mlatews apxynyos Kal Terms ‘Incods has the sense: Jesus, 
who in manifestation of the faith has preceded us by His example, 
and in the manifestation of this faith has carried on the work 
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unto perfection.. But the virtue of faith the author of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews could not possibly predicate of Christ 
in like manner as he does of the Christians. From the lofty 
conception he had of the person of the Redeemer, he must, 
like the Apostle Paul, regard Him by whom the divine decrees 
of salvation were to be realized, as object of the wits. More 
than this, teXevwT7s can be used only transitively, not also 
intransitively. apxnyos THis mlaTews stands, therefore, in 

a sense quite analogous to that of the apynyos ths cwrnpias, 
iu. 10; and the exemplary characteristic in Jesus, to which 
the author directs his readers, is not already expressed by His 
being designated as dpynyos Kal TeXevwTISs THs TicTews,— 
which, on the contrary, is only designed to make us aware 

of the assistance which Christ affords the Christians in the 
Tpéxelv,—but first 7s expressed by means of the following 
relative clause. — avti tijs mpoxetpévns adT@ yapas| who for 
the (heavenly) joy lying ready for Him, the obtaining of which 
should be the reward of His sufferings. So Primasius, Piscator, 

Schlichting, Grotius, Bengel, Whitby, Schulz, Bohme, Stuart, 

Bleek, de Wette, Tholuck, Ebrard, Delitzsch, Riehm (Lehrbegr. 

des Hebrierbr. p. 357), Alford, Maier, Moll, Kurtz, Hofmann, 

Woerner, and the majority. av7é, as ver. 16. For yapa, 
however, comp. Matt. xxv. 21. Comprehended under the 
Tpoxeyévn avtT@ xapad is also the joy over the completed 
work of redemption, with its blessings for mankind; yet it is 
erroneous, with Theodoret (yapa 6€ tod cwripos tav avOpe- 
Tov 7) cwTnpia), to limit it thereto. The sense is not: instead 
of the heavenly glory which He already had as the premundane 
Logos, and which He might have retained, but which He gave up 
by His incarnation (Peshito, Gregory Nazianz. in Oecum.: @ 

€fov pévew emi ths idias Sokns te Kat Oeorntos, ov povoy 
EavTov éxévocev axpt Ths Sovdov pops, GAAA Kal aTavpov 

‘ Inconsistently does Delitzsch adhere to this explanation (and similarly 
Alford and Kluge),—in reference, indeed, to the notion é ris ricrsws apynyes, 
—but rejects it in reference to the notion, necessarily combining in homogeneity 
therewith, ¢ ris wicrsws rereswr%s. The sense is supposed to be: ‘Jesus is 
the Prince of faith : for upon the path on which faith has to run, He has gone 
first to open the way; He is faith’s Completer: for upon this path He leads us 
to the goal.” That Jesus Himself reached the goal upon this path, is then 
supposed to be an unuttered intermediate thought (!), 
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vméwewvev K.T.d.; Beza, Nemethus, Heinrichs, Ewald). Nor is 
it: instead of the earthly frecdom from suffering, which, as the 
sinless One, He could have procured for Himself (Chrysostom, 
Oecumenius, Theophylact, Zeger, Jac. Cappellus, Caloy, al.) ; 
or: instead of the joys of the world, which Jesus, had He willed 
it, could have partaken of (Calvin, Wolf, Carpzov, Stein, Bisping, 
al.). For the immediate concern of the author must evidently 
be to point to the prize which Christ was to receive in return 
for His sufferings, in order thereupon further to indicate that 
to the readers likewise, upon their persevering in the conflict, 
the palm of victory will not be wanting. <A further con- 
sideration is, that also the closing member of the verse, which 
is closely attached by means of ré to that which precedes, has 
for its subject-matter still the thought of the reward conferred 
upon Christ. — imépwewev otavpov, aicxyivns Katadpovicas| 
endured the cross, in that He contemned the infamy. For the 
death of the cross was crudelissimum teterrimumque sup- 
plicium (Cic. Verr. 5. 64). — év deEud te Tod Apovov tod Geov 
Kexabixev| and has sat down at the right hand of the throne of 
God. Mom. a43,0was A x. Ge: 

Ver. 3. I'ap] is here, on account of the imperative, the 
corroborative: Yea! (comp. Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 415 f.) ; 
and dvadoyifecOat, in the N. T. a drak Xeyouevov, denotes 
the comparing or reflecting contemplation. Bengel: Compara- 
tione instituta cogitate: Dominus tanta tulit; quanto magis 
servi ferant aliquid ? — advtiAXoy/a, however, denotes nothing 
else than contradiction; and what is meant is, the contending 
against Christ’s divine Sonship and Messianic dignity. The 
notion of opposition and ill-usage in act, which is ordinarily 
assioned to it (still also by Bohme, Bleek, de Wette, Tholuck, 
Bloomfield, Delitzsch, Alford, and Maier) along with that of 

contradiction, this word never has. Even avtedreyerv, to 

which appeal is made, has nowhere the sense of a hostile 
resistance manifesting itself in outward actions. See Meyer 
on Luke ii. 34; John xix. 12; Rom. x. 21. — rovadrny] such, 
Le. one so great, sc. that He was compelled to undergo the 
ignominious death of the cross (ver. 2), in comparison with 
which your sufferings are something insignificant. — wa 7 
Kapnte «.7.r.] that ye may not grow weary, desponding im your 



CHAP, XII. 4. 443 

souls, Tats :uyats tuav is to be conjoined with é«dvud- 
prevoe (Beza, Er. Schmid, Hammond, Kuinoel, Bleek, de Wette, 

Ebrard, Bisping, Delitzsch, Alford, Maier, Moll, Kurtz, Hof- 

mann, al.), not with «aunre (Luther, Bengel, Chr. Fr. Schmid, 

Storr, Schulz, Bohme, and others), since otherwise something 

of a dragging character would be imparted to the participle. 
Ver. 4 ff. The sufferings which have come upon the readers 

are only small, and a salutary chastisement at the hand of 
God. — Ovrw péxpis aipatos «.7.r.| Not yet wnto blood, i.e. to 
such extent that bloodshed should result, that a martyr’s death’ 
among you should be a necessity (as such death had but just 
now been mentioned of the O. T. saints, chap. xi., and of 

Christ Himself, xii. 2), have ye offered resistance in your contest 
against sin. The author has, as x. 32 ff., only the present 
generation of Palestinian Christians, to whom he is speaking, 
before his eyes. It is otherwise at xiii. 7.— mpos tiv dwap- 
tiav] belongs to dvtaywrifouevor (against Bengel, who conjoins 
it with advticatéotyte), and 7 duaptia stands not in the sense 
of of duaptwroé, ver. 3 (Carpzov, Heinrichs, Stuart, Ebrard, 

Delitzsch, Maier, Kluge, Grimm in the Ztschr. f. wiss. Theol. 

1870, p. 43, a/.),—-for there would exist no reason for the 

avoiding of this concrete expression,?—but is the inner sin, 
conceived of as a hostile power or person, which entices the 
man (visited with sufferings and persecutions) to an apostasy 
from Christianity. Comp. ardty tis duaprtias, iii. 13. — In 

* Wrongly is it supposed by Holtzmann (Stud. u. Krit. 1859, H. 2, p. 301; 
Zischr. f. wiss. Theol. 1867, p. 4) that a reminder of a martyrdom not yet 

endured is remote from the connection. The discourse is said to be of a resist- 
ance apis cay duepriav. Sin, in this conflict with the flesh, would not allow 
it to be continued unto blood. For this very reason it is necessary to resist sin 
Hixpis aiveros, ever anew to reanimate the weary limbs for the continuance of 

the conflict (xii. 12). In the same manner, too, does Kurtz find only a proverbial 

figurative expression for an earnest, decided, and unsparing resistance to the 
sinful desire in piyps aizeros. But though in German “bis auf’s Blut” (even 
to blood) has proverbial figurative acceptance in the sense of ‘‘ to the very utter- 
most,” yet assuredly neither aiz« nor yet sanguis is anywhere else employed in 
this proverbial sense. 

2 At least no one will recognise as apposite that which Ebrard adduces as 
such,—to wit, that in ver. 3 ‘‘the whole (!) of mankind as the sinners (the 
class of sinners) might be opposed to Christ; whereas to the readers of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews, who were themselves d¢waprwaci, the enemies of Chris- 
tianity could not be opposed as the sinners, 
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avTiKatéoTnte avtTaywvefopuevor—both verbs in the N. T. 

only here—the author has, what is wrongly denied by de 
Wette and Maier (in like manner as Paul, 1 Cor. ix. 26), 
passed over from the figure of the race to the kindred one of 
the combat with the fists. 

Vv. 5,6. Kai éxrérnode «.7.r.] And have ye forgotten, ete. ? 
The words are most naturally to be taken, with Calvin, Beza, 

Piscator, Grotius, Braun, Jos. Hallet, Heinrichs, Bohme, Stuart, 

Lachmann, Bleek, Bisping, Delitzsch, Ewald, as a question. If 

we would, as is usually done, take them as an assertory state- 
ment (“and ye have forgotten”), the reproach contained in the 
same would come out more strongly than is consonant with 
the mild character of the discourse in this section. The verb 

exdavOavec@as, as presently after odXvywpecty, in the N. T. 
only here. — ts mapaxdyjoews] the consolation (or else: the 
animating address). — iris buiv @s viois Siaréyetar] which, 
of a truth, speaks to you as to sons. By virtue of #res (in 

place of which there is no sufficient ground for writing, with 
Hofmann, 7 tes) the following consolatory utterance (Tié. . . 
mapacéyerat), adduced from Prov. iii, 11, 12,—from which 
also Philo, de congressu quaer. erudit. gr. p. 449 D (with 
Mangey, I. p. 544 f.), reasons in a similar manner,—is pre- 
supposed as one sufficiently familiar to the readers. By dcaré- 
yetat, however, the same is personified; since dcaréyeoOai 
tive denotes conversing with any one (here, as it were, the 

answering in reply to the complaint breathed forth by the 
readers). — Tié wov] With the LXX. only: Yié. — py oruyo- 
pet Tradelas Kuplou] despise not chastening from the Lord, i.e. be 
thankful for it, when the Lord chastens thee. — pndé éxrJvVou 
um’ avtod edeyyouevos] nor despond when thou art corrected of 
fim (by means of sufferings which He imposes upon thee). 

Ver. 6. ILawdever] him He chasteneth. So in the LXX. 
Cod. A, and fifteen other mss. The remaining manuscripts of 
the LXX. have, what is probably the original reading: édéyyer. 
— paotiyot 6€ mavta viov by Tapacéyetat] and scourges every 
son whom He receives (adopts as His). According to present 
punctuation, the words in Hebrew read: 787) JANN AND, and 

(He chastens) as a father the son in whom he delig ights, Tnstead 
of IN3, the LXX., however, read AN} (to cause pain). 
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Vv. 7, 8. Application of the word of scripture to the 
readers. — Ei rraideiav tropevete] If ye endure chastening. The 
opposite of this is formed by the e¢ 6€ ywpis eote madelas, 
ver. 8. The emphasis falls, therefore, upon masdelav; and 
to explain tzropévery as a “ stedfast” or “ persevering ” 
enduring (Theodoret, Erasm. Paraphr., Stein, Ebrard, Bloom- 

field, al.) is inadmissible. — @s viols buiv mpoodépetat Oo eos | 
God deals with you as with sons, treats you as sons. By as 
harsh a construction as possible (comp. tyiv ws viots, ver. 5), 
Ebrard will have ws taken as a conjunction, and translates, 
—espousing the incorrect reading (see the critical obs.) eds 
Tmatdetav,— for your instruction endure manfully, even as (or 
when, so long as) God offers Himself to you as to sons !” — For 
the genuine Greek formula rpocdépec@at reve, which does 
not occur elsewhere in the N. T., see examples in Wetstein. — 
Tis yap vios K.7.r.] sc. €otiv: for what son is there, i.e. where is 
there a son, whom the father chastens not? This comprehend- 
ing together of tis vids (Bleek, de Wette, Tholuck, Alford, 
Maier, Kurtz, Ewald) is more natural than that one should 
regard tis alone as the subject: who is indeed a son, whom, 
ete. (Delitzsch, Moll, and others); or, with Bohme, as the 
predicate: of what kind is a son, whom, ete. 

Ver. 8. Ei 5& ywpis éote traidelas] If, on the other hand, 
ye are free from chastisement (have been spared it). Wrongly 
Theodoret: e¢ toiyuy Kat wtpets tiv tmadelav éxxdLlveTe. — Hs 
MéToxoL yeyovacw mavres] of which all (sc. whom God—like 
the saints of the O. T. enumerated chap. xi—has really ac- 
knowledged as His sons) have become partakers, That the 
relative clause contains no statement of entirely universal 
import, applicable also to the relation towards the earthly 
fathers (Camerarius, Beza, Limborch, a/.), but, on the contrary, 
one affecting exclusively the relation towards God, is clear 
from the parallel with ver. 7, as well as from the perfect 
yeyovaciv. —vo0o] bastards, begotten out of wedlock, for 
whose weal or woe their father is not wont to be greatly 
concerned. 

Vv. 9, 10, a second argument follows. The readers must 

not become disheartened at the sufferings imposed upon them. 
For not only is there to be seen, in the fact of their having 
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to strugele with afflictions, the manifestation that God treats 
them as His children; it is, moreover, the heavenly Father 
who visits them with this chastening, and that for the very 
reason that He has their own highest good in view. — éita] 
then, further, deinde. Not to be taken as an interrogative 
particle, with Alberti, Raphel, Heinrichs, and others. For 

otherwise the discourse would have proceeded in the second 
half of the verse with kal od modAv paddXor, instead of the 
mere ov 7oAv wadrov. Ingeniously, but without constraining 
reason, does Reiche (Commentar. crit. p. 121) conjecture et te 
instead of eita, while quite unsuitably Hofmann will com- 
prehend eira with the closing words of ver. 8.— ods Tis 
capKos nuov matépas| fathers of our flesh, ic. our bodily, 
earthly fathers. — elyowev madevtas Kal évetpeTouefa] we 
had as chasteners, and hecded them, i.e. we gave heed when 
we had them as chasteners. Inasmuch as the author is 
addressing grown-up persons, the imperfects characterize the 
period of the bygone youth (we used to give heed). The 
combining of éytpémec@ar, however, with the accusative ot 
the object is in later Greek style the ordinary one. With 
the earlier authors the genitive is used. — The absolute state- 
ment efta ... évetpemoueOa takes the place of a hypo- 
thetical premiss (comp. x. 28 f.; 1 Cor. vil. 18, 21, al.), and 
the whole verse contains an argument a minore ad majus. — 
ov TOAV paAdov wroTaynoopuecOa TH TaTpl TOY TVEVLATOV 
kat Enoouev 3] shall we not much rather be in subjection to the 

Father of spirits, and (i.e. so that we in consequence thereof) 
live? By 6 watyp tov Tvevmdtov naturally God is meant. 
With Hammond, to think of Christ, is forbidden by the con- 

nection (comp. ver. 7). Zo the Father of spirits, i.e. God, who 
is Father in regard to the higher spiritual domain of life. 
That God, as the Creator of all things, is the Final Cause 
also of the bodily life of man, is a fact not excluded by the 
expression; only that which is the main thing as concerns 
God’s fatherly relation is here emphasized. o tatTyp Tar 
avevpatov does not designate God as Creator of the souls, 
in the sense of Creatianism as opposed to Traducianism 
(Calvin, Estius, Justinian, Beza, Jac. Cappellus, Drusius, 

Carpzov, Delitzsch, Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. p. 678; 
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Kurtz, al.). Nor as the One who makes provision for our 
souls (Morus, Dindorf, Kuinoel, Bohme, and others). Just as 

little is wvedpuata to be understood of the angels (Chrysostom, 
Oecumenius, Theophylact: 7) Trav dowpdtay dvvdpuewv), or the 
gifts of the Spirit (Theodoret: watépa mvevpdtev tov mvev- 
MaTLKOY TaTépa KEKANKEY OS TOV TrEVWATLKaY YapLoLaTwY 
ayynv. Comp. Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and Theophylact). 
It is possible there was present to the mind of the author 
the characterization of God, LXX. Num. xvi. 22, xxvi. 16, 

as a Oeds TOV TVEvpaTwV Kai TaoNS TapKds. — Kal Enooper | 
Declaration of the result of this obedience, in the form of a 

parallel arrangement. {€v of the enjoyment of the everlasting 

life of bliss, as x. 38; Rom. viii. 13, and frequently. 
Ver. 10. Justification of the woAv padaror, ver. 9, by pre- 

senting in relief the diversity of character borne by the 
disciplinary correction of the earthly fathers from that of 
the heavenly Father. The emphasis falls upon «cata To 
Soxovy avtots and upon ért To cupdépor, while mpos 
oNiyas wépas is an unaccentuated addition, which belongs 
equally to both members of the sentence For if pos 
odtyas Hépas belonged only to the first member, and served 
for the indication of a further particular of diversity, an 
antithetic addition corresponding to the same could not have 
been wanting in the second member. But to find such 
antithesis, with Bengel, Ebrard, Bisping, Delitzsch, Hofmann, 
and others, in ets TO petadaBeiv x.7.r., is inadmissible, since 
these words are only an epexegetical amplification of él ro 
aupdépov. II pos dXiyas jépas denotes, therefore, not the 
period of the earthly life, brief in comparison with eternity 

(Calvin, Estius, Justinian, Cornelius a Lapide, Schlichting, 
Limborch, Er. Schmid, Bengel, Tholuck, Ebrard, Bisping, 

Maier, Kluge, a/.), in such wise that the thought would be 
expressed, that the earthly fathers aimed in connection with 

1 Riehm’s objection to this (Lehrbegr. des Hebrierbr. p. 762, Obs.), that in 
such case xara +d doxovy av’rois must have been placed before xpos oriyas nutpas, 

is entirely without weight. Just the preposing of apis sriyas nutpus was, if 
these words were to be referred to both members of the sentence, the most 

appropriate order ; because xara rd Soxody adrois and ivi ro cvumPéipoy then as 
contrasts stood in so much the more immediate opposition to each other in the 
two halves of the sentence. 
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the wadeverv at a benefit or gain merely in regard to the 
earthly lifetime; God, on the other hand, at a gain for 
eternity—by which at any rate a false opposition would 
arise, since the first half of the statement could not be at 

all conceded as a universally valid truth. Rather do the 
words affirm that the chastisement on the part of the natural 
fathers (and not less that on the part of the heavenly Father) 
continued only a few days, lasted only during a brief period. 
In a sense quite corresponding is mpos employed immediately 
after, ver. 11, as well as 1 Cor. vil. 5; 2 Cor. vii. 8; 1 Thess. 

ii 17, and very frequently elsewhere. — cata TO Soxody 
avtots] according to their gudgment, which was not always an 
erroneous one.— The imperfect éaiSevov stands there for 
the same reason as the imperfects, ver. 9.—o 6€] sc. mpos 
odlyas Huépas Tadever.— emt TO cupdéepoy] with a view to 
that which is salutary (our infallible welfare). — eis To peta- 
AaBeiv THs ayroTntos avTod] in order that we may be made 
partakers of His holiness, may become ever more free from 
sin, and in moral purity ever more like God Himself. 

Ver. 11. The blessing of every chastening. Comp. Diog. 
Laert. v. 18 (cited by Wetstein): ts adelas Edn (se. 
Aristotle) tas pév pifas eivat trixpds, yNuKets dé Tobs KapTrous. 
— aoa tatdeia] comprises the human and the divine chas- 
tening; yet the author in connection with the second clause 
(vorepov 6é x.7.r.) has no doubt mainly the latter before his 
mind. — pos pév TO mapov «.7.r.] seems indeed for the pre- 
sent (so long as it continues) to be no object of joy, but an 
object of grief ; later, however (i.e. when it has been outlived), 
it yields to those who have been exercised by it (comp. v. 14) 
the peace-fraught fruit of righteousness. — doxet] characterizes 
the opinion of man; since the matter is in reality very 
different. — duxaroovyns| Genitive of apposition: peaceful fruit, 
namely righteousness, i.e. moral purity and perfection. It is 
called a peaceful fruit because its possession brings with it 
peace of soul. Sccaocvvns is not to be understood as a 
genitivus subjecti (Piscator, Owen, Stuart, Heinrichs, Stein, and 

others): a peaceful fruit which is yielded by righteousness ; 
for surely wadea is mentioned as the subject producing the 

KapTrOs ElpNveKos. 
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Vy. 12, 13. Animating conclusion of the exhortation to 
stedfastness continued up to this point. — do] Wherefore, 
sc. because the sufferings you have to undergo manifest to 
you that ye are sons of God, and are salutary for you. — ras 
Trapeévas xyeipas Kal TA Taparerduvuéva yovata avopfwcare] 
make firm again the slackened hands and the weary knees. 
Comp. LXX. Isa. xxxv. 3: doydoate yelpes aveipévar cat 
yovata tapadedvpéva, Kcclus. xxv. 23: yelpes maperpévar 
Kal yovata Tapadedupéva, Comp. also Deut. xxxii. 36: ede 
yap TWapadedupévous avTovs Kal . . . Tapespévovs. — Theo- 
phylact: Sevkv¥@v amo wetapopads Tav KupiwTépav pepwv, OTL 
Gdot Taperpévor Elo TH ux’ al pev yap xElpes Evepryeias, ot 
dé modes Kwjncews cvpSorov. — avopOody] literally, to make 
the crooked straight again ; then in general to restore any- 

thing to its original right or perfect condition. [Cf Luke 
Kunis £S 3 Acts: xv. 16,| 

Ver. 13. Kat rpoyias opbas troujoate toils Toc vpor] 
and make straight tracks with your feet, ue. advance with 
straight course upon the Christian path of life you have once 
entered upon, without bending aside to the right or to the 
left ; that is to say, without mingling up that which is Jewish 
with that which is Christian, or suffering yourselves to be 
enticed to a relapse into Judaism. Incorrectly do Ebrard, 
Delitzsch, Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebrdéerbr. p. 789), Alford, 

Kluge, Moll, Kurtz, Ewald, M‘Caul, Hofmann, and others 

explain tots trociv twav: for your fect. For, apart from the 
fact that this interpretation destroys the harmony with the 
figure employed at ver. 12, that of the wapeimévar yeipes and 
Taparerupéva yovata, the author cannot possibly intend to 
say that the readers themselves have first to prepare the way 
for themselves. Zhe way has already been prepared for them 
by Christ (x. 20), and it is now only a question of their 
making advance upon the same in the right way. — For the 
expression, which accidentally forms a hexameter' (see Winer, 

Gramm. 7 Aufl. p. 595), comp. LXX. Prov. iv. 26: opas 

1 Quite improbable is the supposition of Ewald (pp. 139, 172), that the 
words consist of a verse which ‘‘ was derived from some one of the many 

Hellenistic poets (?), whose books were at that time greatly read even by 
Christians.” 

Mryrer.—HEp. 2F 
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Tpoxtas Tole. cots Toct.— iva py TO Xwdov extpaTH, (aO7 
dé “adrov] that not (even) that which is lame may turn aside 
from the way, but rather be healed. 16 yworov denotes not 
the suffering member in an individual, but within the larger 
community, thus the member of the Christian communion 
who is lame or halting, z.c. who makes only a tottering pro- 

eress in Christianity, and falls away from the same if he 
does not gain a support in the rest of the community ad- 
vancing in a straight course [Gal. ii, 14]. On 70 yonor, as 
figurative designation of the wavering between two different 
bents of belief, comp. LXX. 1 Kings xviii. 21: &ws cote 
iets yoraveite er’ auhwtépats tais iyviats ; how long do ye 
halt upon both knee-joints (sides), i.e. do ye hesitate between 
the service of Jehovah and that of Baal?——To the verb 
éextpéetrec Oat, Fr. Junius, Grotius, Wolf, Carpzov, Heinrichs, 

and many others, finally Bleek, de Wette, Ebrard, Kurtz, 

Ewald, on account of the opposition fa@7 6é waddor, assign 
the passive signification: to be dislocated. But justified by 
the usage of the language (see Wetstein at 1 Tim. i. 6) is the 
middle signification alone: bend aside (from the way), twri 
aside. This signification is therefore to be maintained here 
also, and <a04% Sé waAXov continues in an abbreviated form 
the figure employed, in that its meaning is: but rather through 
the animating exanvple given by the whole body, may be cwred 

of his wavering, and briskly advance with the rest. 
Vv. 14-17. Exhortation to concord and to growth im holiness. 

Ver. 14. Mera ravtwv] with all, even the non-Christians. 
Comp. Rom. xii, 18. For limiting the waves, with Michaelis, 
Zachariae, Storr, Bleek, Stein, de Wette, Tholuck, Ebrard, 

Delitzsch, Alford, Maier, to the members of the Christian 

community, there exists no reason; and it has against it the 

mode of expression, since we should then have expected per’ 

arrAjLOV. — Kal Tov aytacpor] the general virtue, of which 
the endeavour after concord is only a particular outflow. 
dytao mos, namely, is here sanctification or moral purification 

in general; too restricted is the reference of Chrysostom, 

Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Jac. Cappellus, Bengel, 

Bloomfield, and others, who explain it as—what at 1 Thess. 

iv. 3 (see at that place) is certainly the correct explanation— 
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the virtue of chastity.— tov kvpiov] By this expression some 
understand God (comp. Matt. v. 8), others Christ (comp. ix. 
28). <A certain decision is impossible. The beholding repre- 
sents in an emblematic manner the idea of innermost union, 

and the whole is a designation of the Messianic blessedness 
in the consummated kingdom of God. 

Vy. 15, 16. Further amplification of dvoxere Tov dytacpor, 
ver. 14. That endeavour after holiness is not only to be in 

active exercise in the case of each one with regard to his own 
person; it is also, in equal degree, to be watchful that the 
Christian brethren preserve themselves free from immorality. 
—The sulject in é€wtoxotrovrtes consists, as in dx«ere, 
ver. 14, with which the participle is conjoined, of all members 
of the congregation, not specially the presidents thereof (xiii. 
17) or émicxoro. (Bohme); and éwicKxomety signifies: to 
direct one’s view to a thing with close attention or solicitude. — 

py) Ts VETEPOV aro THS YapLTos TOU Geod| is no independent 
clause, so that 7 would have to be supplemented (so the 
majority, as also Bohme, Tholuck, Bloomfield, Ebrard, and 

Maier). For the choice of the tempus periphrasticwm would 
be here unnatural and justified by nothing." The words are 
a mere introducing of the subject, which is then further 
resumed by yn Tis pita «.7.d., in such wise that évoyA forms 
the common predicate to both parts of the sentence intro- 
duced by wx (Heinrichs, Bleek, de Wette, Delitzsch, Alford, 

Kurtz, Ewald)—py tis torepadv x.7.r.| that no one, in that he 
remains far from the grace of God, ie. in that he turns the 
back upon the grace of God which was afforded him in 
Christ, by immorality withdraws from it, and loses it (1 Cor. 
vi. 9,10). The unusual dotepety amo Tevos is consequently 
by no means equivalent in signification to the ordinary 
votepety tevos. While the latter would represent the 
coming short of the possession of the divine grace absolutely, 
as an objective result, the former includes the idea of 
voluntary activity or of one’s own culpability. Comp. Ecclus. 
vil. 34: pn borépes ao KXaLovTwv. Analogously stands also 
the mere votepetv, Num. ix. 7: py oby torepjowpev mpoce- 

1 Hofmann will on that account have 4 indeed added in thought, but then 
have this explained not as a mere copula, but in the sense : there being present. 
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véyKat TO O@pov Kupio. Num. ix. 13: dvOpwiros, bs... 
VTEPINTH Toijoa TO Tacya.— pH Tus pia TiKpias advo dvovea 
evoxdA7 | that, I say, no root (plant) of bitterness (of which the 
fruit is bitterness)—7.c. a man’ in whom, in consequence of 
his unholy walk, the bitter fruit of everlasting perdition is 
ripening—growing up (as in the case of a plant, of which the 
root was before covered with earth) cause trouble or disquiet 
(to the congregation). The words are moulded after the 
LXX. of Deut. xxix. 18, according to the corrupted text of 
the Cod. Alexandr.: yn tis éotw év byiv pifa mixpias advo 
gvovoa evoxd} Kai mixpia (distorted from the original text 
contained in the Cod. Vatie.: pa tis éotl év tiv pita avo 
gvovoa €v yod\n Kal wixpia). That the reading in the Cod. 
Alex. of the LXX. only arose from a regard to our passage in 
the Epistle to the Hebrews (Jos. Hallet, Wolf, Delitzsch, Hof- 
mann, and others) is not probable, since the author elsewhere 
in the O. T. citations follows the form of text in the Cod. 
Alex. — Tuxpias] Chrysostom: ov« eime tixpa, aNAa TiKplas’ 
THY pev yap TiKpay pilav gots KapTovs éveyKely yAvKels, THY 
d€ mixplas piav . . . ovK eats Tote yAuKIY éveyKely KapTr?r’ 
TaVTa yap €oTL TiKpd, OvdeY EyeL TOU, TAaVTAa TiKpa, TaVTA 

anon, TavTa picovs Kal Bdervypias yéuovta. — évoxnety] in 

the N. T. only here (and Luke vi. 18?).—xal &’ adris 
puavOacw ot moddol] and by it the many (the multitude or 
the great mass) become defiled (namely, by infection), ae. 
likewise led astray into an unholy walk. Comp. Gal. v. 9. 

Ver. 16. My tus ropvos] sc. évoydAH (comp. ver. 15): that 
no fornicator trouble you. Yet we may, with Grotius, Bleek, 

de Wette, Tholuck, Alford, Maier, Kurtz, and the majority, 

supplement merely 7: that no one be a fornicator. mopvos 
is to be taken in the natural sense, as xiii. 4. The taking of 
it as a figurative designation of one who is unfaithful to 
Christ, in order to hold unlawful intercourse with Judaism 

(Bohmme, Tholuck, Ebrard, Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebriierbr. p. 

155, and others), is unsuitable, because ver. 16 is nothing 

else but the continued amplification of the dxete Tov 
dytacpor, ver. 14.— 1 BéBnros ws Haat] or a profane person 
(a man of unhallowed, common mind, centred upon the 

1 Comp. 1 Mace. i. 10: xai 227a¢ev 22 avray pila dmaprodrss, “Avrioyes ’ExiQavis. 
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earthly), as Esau. ws "Hoad belongs only to BéBndos. It 
is not to be referred also to mopvos (so still Delitzsch and 
Alford), since nothing is related in scripture concerning a 
mopveia of Esau (more, it is true, the later Rabbis have to tell 
us; see Wetstein at our passage), and the elucidatory relative 
has respect only to BéBndXos. — ds x.7.X.] Comp. Gen, xxv. 33, 
— avr] indication of the price, as ver. 2.— Ta mpwtotoKia] 
the birthright with its privileges. Classic writers employ for 
it ) mpeoBela or To pec Petov. 

Ver. 17. Warning reference to the pernicious result of 
Esau’s behaviour. Comp. Gen. xxvii. — torte] not imperative 
(Vulgate: scitote; Luther: wisset aber), but indicative, since 
to the readers as born Jews the fact itself was a perfectly 
familiar one.— Ott Kal perérerta, OéXov KANPOVOEACAaL Ti 
evAoylav, atredoxiacOn| that later also, when he wished to 

inherit (to receive as a possession) the blessing, he was rejected. 
cal accentuates the amedoxiudcOn, as the appropriate natural 
consequence of the amédoto, ver. 16. 7 evroyla, however, 

is the blessing absolutely, ze. the more excellent blessing, 
which was appointed to the first-born as the bearer of the 
promises given by God to Abraham and his seed. To 
amedoxipac On, finally, there is naturally supplemented: by 
Isaac, in consequence of the higher occasioning or leading of 
God. — petavolas yap toTov ovy ebpev, KaiTrep peta Saxpvov 
ex€ntnoas avTny| for he found no room for change of mind, 

although he eagerly sought it with tears, te. for Esau did not 
succeed in causing his father Isaac to ehange his mind, so 
that the latter should recall the blessing erroneously bestowed 
upon the younger brother Jacob, and confer it upon himself 

the elder son; in this he succeeded not, though he besought 
it with tears. This acceptation of the words, which Beza,’ 
H. Stephanus, Piscator, Jac. Cappellus, Schlichting, Owen, 
Er. Schmid, Seb. Schmidt, Calmet, Wolf, Carpzov, Cramer, 

Michaelis, Storr, Schulz, Bohme, Klee, Paulus, Stengel, Tho- 

luck, Ebrard, Bloomfield, Bisping, Grimm (Theol. Literaturbl. 

to the Darmst. A. K-Z. 1857, No. 29, p. 677), Nickel 
(Reuter’s Repertor. 1858, March, p. 210), Maier, Moll, Kurtz, 

1'Yet Beza, as likewise Er. Schmid and Bisping, then refers back, without 
justifying reason, airzy to ray evacyiay instead of peraveias. 
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and others insist on, is most naturally suggested by the 
context itself, yields a clear, correct thought, and best accords 

with the narrative in Genesis. Comp. LXX. Gen. xxvii. 33: 

evdoynoa auTov Kal evrNoynmévos Eotat. Ver. 34: 
’Eyéveto 6€, avixa ixkovcey “Hoad ta piyata tod tatpos 
avtod “Icaax, aveBonoe hoviyv peyadny Kal miKpav 

aobodpa Kab citer’ evNOynoor 67 Kae TaTep. Ver. 35: 

Eime 5é aivta éXa@v 0 aderpos cov peta Sorov EdXaBe THYV 

evAoylav cov. (It was thus a question not of a blessing in 
general,—that Esau also still received afterwards, comp. ver. 
39 f,—but about the definite blessing pertaining to the 

first-born.) Ver. 38: Hime 6¢ "Hoat rpos tov watépa avtod' 

pn) evAoyla pia cou eaTe TaTEP; EvAOYNTOV 51) Kae TaATEp. 

Kartavuxydévtos 6€ ‘Icadx (this addition, peculiar to the 
LXX., accentuates afresh the fact that Isaac’s resolution 

remained inflexible, since he regarded the blessing already 
bestowed as irrevocable), aveBonoe bovn “Hoad Kat éx- 
Aavoev. Nor is that which Bleek, de Wette, and Delitzsch 

have advanced against this mode of interpretation of great 
force. They assert (1) that there is here nowhere any 
mention of Isaac, so that we cannot think of him in con- 

nection with petavoias either. But a distinct allusion to 

Isaac, though not an express mention of him, is certainly 
contained in that which precedes. Partly in tv evdoyiav, 
partly in dedoxiac@n, there is found a reference to him; 
since it was just he who had to bestow the blessing, and 
afterwards under God’s disposing refused it to Esau. An 

addition of tod tatpos to wetavoias was therefore unnecessary. 
(2) That the formula: “he found no place or room for a 
change in the mind of his father,’ in the sense: “he could 
not bring about such change in him,’ would be a very 
unnatural one. But why, pray, may not toov petavolas 
ctptoxey equally well and naturally signify: “to gain room 
for a petavota to unfold and assert itself,’ as at Acts xxv. 16 
TOTOV aToNoylas AapPavey signifies: “to obtain room for an 
amoXoyia to unfold and maintain itself,’ or témov didovar TH 
opyn, Rom. xii. 19 (comp. Eph. iv. 27): “to give room to the 
divine wrath to unfold itself and make itself felt”? (3) 

That the expression perdavova itself is unsuitable, inasmuch as 
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“this word can surely only denote an inner emotion of the 
mind, but not the bare outward recalling of a measure or a 
verdict” (Bleek), or, as de Wette expresses himself, “in the 

N. T. is ordinarily employed of human penitence.” Never- 
theless there attaches likewise to the notion of the “ change 
of mind,” as above insisted on as its primary requisite, the 

notion of a proceeding in the inner or spirit-life of the man ; 
which, however, naturally does not exclude the accessory 
notion that this inner process has also as its necessary 
consequence an external action. If, further, werdvoa in the 
N. T. “ordinarily” serves for the designation of human 
penitence, this presents no difficulty to the supposition of its 
having on one occasion preserved its original verbal significa- 

tion (comp. eg. Josephus, de Bello Jud. i. 4. 4: ewicovy tiv 
peTavotay avTod Kal Tod TpoToV TO avwparoy); specially in 
a passage where not an article of faith is to be expressed, 
but simply an historic fact to be related. (4) That the 
thought thus obtained would not accord with the object of 
the author and the parallel vi. 4-6 (de Wette). But the 
author’s object is no other than to show, by the warning 

example of Esau, that the member also of the Christian 
community who is Bé8nros may for ever come short of the 
attainment of salvation; that, however, ver. 17 is to be 

explained in accordance with the standard furnished by vi. 
4—6, is an arbitrary presupposition. (5) That this interpreta- 
tion did not enter into the mind of the Fathers. But this 
argument, added by Delitzsch, as it in like manner frequently 
recurs with him, is an unscientific one. For to the Greek 

Fathers and their expositions can only be applied that which 
was said of them long ago by Joh. Gerhard (tom. I. of the 
Loct Theologici, chap. v. p. 30): “sint et habeantur lumina, non 
autem numina.’—Others, as Theophylact, Calvin, Bengel, Chr. 
Fr, Schmid, Bleek, Delitzsch, Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. 
p- 771), Ewald, Hofmann, Roénsch in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 
j. wiss. Theol. 1874, H. 1, p. 127 ff, and already tevés in 

Oecumenius, refer petavoias to Esau himself, and then regard 
the words petavoias yap Torov ody ebpey as a parenthesis, 
and make avriv glance back to tiv edvrAoyiav. The statement: 
feTavolas yap ToTov ovx edpev, is then understood either 
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objectively: he found no place for the repentance which he 

actually experienced, or subjectively: he found no place in his 
heart for the feeling of repentance ; in the former sense, ¢.y., 
Calvin: “nihil profecit vel consequutus est sera sua poeni- 
tentia, etsi cuin lacrymis quaereret benedictionem, quam sua 

culpa amiserat,’ and Bleek: “he found no longer any place 
for repentance, change of mind, inasmuch as it was too late 
for that, and it could avail him nothing now, however much 
he might regret it;” in the latter sense, eg, Bengel: “It 
could no longer be awakened in Esau. Natura rei recusabat.” 
But against the first modification of this rendering decides the 

thought which would thus arise, false at least for the applica- 
tion of the statement, since in the Christian domain a re- 

pentance that is worthy of the name can never be too late, 
never ineffectual (comp. Luke xxii. 39-43); against the 
second, the internal contradiction in which this interpretation 
is involved with the concession «atmep peta dSaxptav éxln- 
THoas avTHy, since surely by this very fact the actual presence 
of a repentance was manifested; against both, finally, the 
harshness and unnaturalness of the grammatical construction, 

by which the syntactical order is forced out of its simple 
connection. Others, finally, as Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Pri- 

masius, Luther, Grotius, Nemethus, de Wette, Alford, Reuss, 

rightly indeed refer ad’tjy back to petavoias, but then 
understand petdvora of Hsau’s change of mind. Luther: “ for 
he found no room for penitence, although he sought it with 
tears.” De Wette: “For repentance (penitence, amendment, 
ze. for the return to the theocratic union by the laying aside 
of his unhallowed, frivolous character) he found no room, no 
place, no scope (we. there was not granted him, by the 
delaying of the sentence of reprobation, the possibility of 
manifesting a more worthy spirit, and of becoming reconciled 
to God), although he sought it with tears.” But if one takes 
the statement with Luther subjectively, it yields a harsh, 
repulsive, contradictory thought ; if one takes it, with de Wette, 
objectively, it would be incorrectly expressed, since in that case 
avtov (sc. Tomrov) must of necessity have been written in place 
of avtyny (se. wetavoav). Moreover, for this whole mode of 
explanation the narrative in Genesis affords no point of support. 
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Vy. 18—29. To the endeavour after sanctification the readers 
are bound, by the constitution of that New Covenant to which 
they have come. While the Old Covenant bore the character 
of the sensuous, earthly, and that which awakens merely fear, 

the New Covenant has the character of the spiritual, heavenly, 
brings into communion with God and all saints, and confers 

reconciliation (vv. 18-24). Against apostasy, therefore, from 
the New Covenant (by an immoral walk), are the readers to 
be on their guard; for their guilt and culpability would be 
thereby incomparably enhanced. Rather are they to be filled 
with thankfulness towards God for the participation in the 
immovable kingdom of the New Covenant, and with awe and 
reverence to serve Him (vv. 25-29). 

On vv. 18-24, comp. G. Chr. Knapp in his Scripta varii 
argum., ed. 2, Hal. Saxon. 1823, tom. I. pp. 231-270. 

Ver. 18. Tap] enforces, by a reason adduced, the exhorta- 
tion to sanctification at ver. 14 ff., inasmuch as there is an 

underlying reference to the fact that, according to Ex. xix, 
10 f, 14 f, the people of Israel in their day, before they were 
permitted to approach Mount Sinai in order to receive the 
law, had to sanctify themselves (Ex. xix. 10: dyvicov adrovs ; 
ver. 14: xat nylacev adtovs), to wash their clothes, and to 

preserve themselves free from all defilement.— ov yap mpo- 
cednrvOate] for ye did not, se. when ye became Christians, 
draw near. Comp. Deut. iv. 11: cat mpoondOete Kal Eotnte 
imo TO Gpos. —w>Wnradwpévw dpet] to a mountain which is 
touched, we. felt, or laid hold of with hands. That which is 

intended is Mount Sinai, the place of revelation of the Mosaic 
law, mentioned also Gal. iv. 24, 25 as the representative of 
Judaism. As a mountain, however, which is touched or felt 
with hands this mountain is spoken of, in order thereby to 
express its character of externally perceptible, earthly, in 
opposition to the supra-sensuous, heavenly (évrovpdvov, ver. 
22). The form Wyrafdopevoy is not to be taken as 
synonymous with wnradnrov, that could be touched, as is 
still done by Knapp, Bohme, Stuart, Bleek, de Wette, Tholuck, 
Bloomfield, Ebrard, Bisping, Kurtz, Ewald, and the majority 

of modern expositors. For the participle is indeed employed 
for the verbal adjective in the Hebrew, but never in the 
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Greek. Neither can Wyradduevor signify: “touched of God 
by lightning, and therefore smoking” (Schottgen, Kypke, 
Bengel, Chr. Fr. Schmid, Storr, Heinrichs, and others; comp. 

Ex, xix. 18: 70 épos 70 wa éxamvifero ddov Sia TO KaTaBe- 
Bnxévas er avo Tov Oedv év Tupt; Ps. civ. 32: 0 dmTopevos 
TOV opéwy Kai KarrvifovTat), since Wyrapay signifies not the 
contact made with the view to the producing of an effect, but 
only the touching or feeling (handling), which has as its design 
the testing of the quality or the presence of an object. Comip. 
Luke xxiv. 39; 1 John i.1; Acts xvii. 27.. Moreover, the 

participle present is unsuitable to this explanation, instead of 
which a participle of the past must have been chosen. — kal 
Kexavpev Tupt| is understood by Erasmus, Calvin, Beza, 

Grotius, Bengel, Knapp, Paulus, Stuart, Stengel, Bisping, 

Delitzsch, Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebriierbr. p. 114), Maier, 
Moll, Kurtz, Ewald, a/., as a new particular, co-ordinate with 

the Wnradopévo spec: “and enkindled fire.” On account of 
the like nature of the additions, cai yvode «.7.X., immediately 
following, this acceptation seems in itself the more natural ; 
but since, in the passages of the Pentateuch which were before 
the mind of the writer in connection with this expression, 
there are found the words: kal To épos éxalero mupi (comp. 
Deut. iv: 11, v. 23, ix. 15), it is more probable that the author 

referred xexavuéve still to dpec, and would have wvpé taker 
as dativus instrum. to Kkexavpévo: and which (mountain) was 

enkindled, or set on flame, with fire. — Kal yvodo Kal Copm 
Kal Ovérry] and to gloom and darkness and tempest, Comp. 
Deut. iv. 11, v. 22: cxotos, yvodos, Qvedda. 

Ver. 19. Kai cadruyyos ye] and to the sound of trumpet. 
Comp. Ex. xix. 16: dwvn ris cadteyyos iyyes péya. Lbid. 
ver, 19, xx. 18.— Kal dav pnudtor| and clang (piercing 
note) of words, which, namely, were spoken by God at the 
publication of the law, Ex. xx., Deut. v. Comp. Deut. iv. 12: 

Kal éXddnoe KUplos Tpos twas ex pécov Tod Tupos Povyny 
pneatov, iv vpels nKovoaTe. — 7s of akovoartes K.T.r.] they 
that heard which begged to be spared (ver. 25; Acts xxv. 11), 

that it should be further spoken to them (sc. on account of the 
terribleness of that already heard). Calvin: Caeterum quod 
dicit populum excusasse, non ita debet accipi, quasi populus 
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renuerit audire Dei verba, sed deprecatus est, ne Deum ipsum 
loquentem audire cogeretur. Persona enim Mosis interposita 
horrorem nonnihil mitigabat. Comp. Deut. v.25: Kat viv wy 
aTrobavapev ... €av tpocOapcba apeis aKodoar Tiv doviy 
Kuplov Tov Oeod nuav étt; Deut. xviii. 16 ; Ex. xx. 18, 19. — 
4s] goes back to dwvF, and is dependent not on Adyov (Storr), 
but upon axovcavtes. — jun] after verbs of seeking to be excused, 

denying, warding off, etc., quite ordinarily. See Kiihner, II. 
p- 410; Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 561.— adrois] looks 
back to the Israelites (ot dxovcavtes), not to pnuator. 

Vv. 20, 21 form a parenthesis, and yap adduces a reason 
for the thought of the terribleness of the mode of revelation 
under the Old Covenant. The words ov« €pepov yap To 
dvaoTeAAOmeEvor, however, contain no independent statement, 

in such wise that 76 dsacreAAOpuevov should refer back to that 

which is before mentioned (Oecumenius, Theophylact ; comp. 
Schlichting). For in that case nav Onpiov x«.7.r. would stand 
without connection. Rather are the words an introductory 
formula for the citation immediately attached. to dsacrTed- 
Xopevor, further, does not stand in the sense of a middle: 

that which ordained, or the divine voice ordaining (Storr, Schulz, 

Heinrichs, Delitzsch), which is constrained, but in a passive 

sense: that which was ordained, the divine commandment. The 

sense is, consequently: for they endured not the mandate, 
“Though only a beast touch the mountain, it shall be stoned.” 
— The citation is freely reproduced from Ex. xix. 12, 13, in 
an abbreviated form, and one bringing out at once the gist of 
the narrative. In Exodus the words read: «cal adopuets tov 
Aaov KUKAW, AEyov' TpocéyeTe EavTois ToD avaBAVaL eis TO 
dpos Kal Biyew tLe adtod’ Tas 6 dipdpevos Tod dpovs OavaTo 
TedeuTHoe. Ovyx aretar aitod yelp’ év yap AGous ALO0BOAN- 

@jcetar 7 Boris. KatatokevOnoetar’ édv te KTHVOS, édv TE 
avOpwrros, ov Snoetar. 

Ver. 21. Kat] is the ordinary conjunctive “and.” It belongs 
not to ovtws doBepoyv jv TO havtafopevor, in such wise that 
Moitcis eirey «.7.d. “is added by way of appendix, with an 
accentuation of the subject which renders any connecting 
particle unnecessary ” (Hofmann), but to Mwtons ecirev, in 
such wise that obtws hoSepov jv To davtafopuevoy forms 
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an exclamation, inserted parenthetically within the greater 
parenthesis : and—-so terrible was the appearing !—MOsks said, 

I am sore afraid and tremble, xai cannot be taken, with Jac. 

Cappellus, Carpzov, Schulz, Knapp, Bohme, Bloomfield, and 
others, for the enhancing “even.” For, from its position, it 

ean only serve for the connection of the clauses, while for the 
indication of the sense alleged an additional «ac immediately 
before Mwitcjs (or even an avtos before the same) would 
have been required. Yet the right feeling underlies this 
interpretation: that, regarded as a fact, ver. 21 contains an 
ascending gradation from ver. 20, masmuch as the being seized 
with fear, which at ver. 20 was asserted of the people, is now 
in like manner predicated of Moses, the leader of the people. 
—70o havtafopevov | equivalent to TO dary dopevor, the appear- 
ing, the visible covering in which the invisible God manifested 
Himself to the Israelites. Theodoret: davtafopevor b€ eizrev, 
Erelo) OVK AvTOY éWpwv TOV TOV OXwY OeoV adda TLVa hav- 

taclav Ths Oelas émupavetas. — The verb pavrdfeo Oar in the 
N. T. only here. — &koBos eius cai évtpopos] In the accounts 
of the promulgation of the law given in the Pentateuch, an 
expression of this kind on the part of Moses is not met with. 
According to Zeger, Beza, Estius, Schlichting, Chr. Fr. Schmid 
[M‘Lean, with hesitation], Heinrichs, Stuart, Stein, and others, 

the author drew the same from tradition ; according to Owen 
and Calov, he gained the knowledge even from immediate 
inspiration ; while Carpzov will not have an actual utterance 
of Moses thought of at all, but, on the contrary, takes the 

formula: “ Moses dicit: horreo et tremo,” as of the same 

meaning with the bare “ Moses horret et tremit ;” and Calvin 
has recourse to the not less violent expedient: “ Mosem 
nomine populi sic loquutum, cujus mandata quasi internuntius 
ad Deum referebat. Fuit igitur haec communis totius populi 
querimonia; sed Moses inducitur, qui fuit veluti commune et 
omnium,” Without doubt the words of LXX. Deut. ix. 19 
fcf. ver. 15] were present to the mind of the author, where in 
another connection Moses says: cal é&xpoBds eiws. These 
words he then transferred, by virtue of an inexact reminiscence, 

to the time of the promulgation of the law. 
Vv. 22-24. Contrast to vv. 18,19. Positive characteriza- 
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tion of the communion into which the readers have entered 
by the reception of Christianity. The description, vv. 22-24, 
corresponds not in detail to the particulars enumerated, 
vy. 18, 19 (against Bengel, who ingeniously constructs a 

sevenfold antithesis; as likewise against Delitzsch, Kluge, 
and Ewald, who have followed the same), although we should 
be led to expect this from the corresponding words of com- 
mencement, vv. 18, 22. Moreover, the succession of clauses 

contained in vv. 22—24 is no strictly logical one, since at 
least xal mvevpacuw Sixaiwy teTeAetwpévov would have been 
more appropriately placed before than after Kat xpitn Od 
TavT@V.— GANA TpoceANnAVOaTe Yiwy spew Kab more Oeod 
favtos, “Iepoveari érovpavio] but drawn near have ye to 
the mountain Zion and the city of the living God, namely, the 
heavenly Jerusalem. The three substantive-appellations con- 
tain a single idea, in that to the closely connected twofold 
expression: Si@v dpee Kat mode Geod FHvtos, the following 
‘Iepovoaniy érrovpaviw forms an explanatory apposition. As 
Mount Zion (in opposition to the Mount Sinai, ver. 18) the 
heavenly Jerusalem is designated, because in the O. T. the 
Mount Zion is very frequently described as the dwelling- 
place of God, and the place whence the future salvation of 
the people is to be looked for. Comp. Ps. xlviii. 3 [2], 1. 2, 
bovis 68..¢x,, 2. exxxin U3.if s [saa tin 2.3 seJocle mages 

fii. 32]; Mic. iv. 1, 2; Obad. 17, al. Likewise also is the 

heavenly Jerusalem called the city of the living God (comp. 
too in relation to the earthly Jerusalem: wodus éotiv tov 
peyadou Baciéws, Matt. v. 35), not so much because the 
living and acting God is its architect (xi. 10), as because 
He has His throne there.— «kai pupidow ayyédov| and to 
myriads of angels, the servants, and as it were the court 
of God. Kat pupidowv ayyédowv belongs together (Beza, 
Schlichting, Jac. Cappellus, Calov, Braun, Kypke, Carpzov, 
Cramer, Baumgarten, Storr, Dindorf, Tholuck, Kurtz, Hofmann, 

and others), without, however, our having, with Chrysostom, 

Oecumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Clarius, Vatablus, 

Calvin, Corn. a Lapide, Piscator, Grotius, Tischendorf (ed. 2), 

Bloomfield, Conybeare, Ewald, and others, to refer likewise 

Tavnyvpet, ver. 23, to the same as an apposition. For such 
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apposition, consisting of a bare individual word, would be out 
of keeping with the euphonious fulness of the whole de- 
scription ; and, if ¢iis construction had been intended, xa? 

uplddwv ayyédov tavnyvpe. would. have been written. 
But just as little must we with others (also Bleek and de 
Wette) take cai wuptdovy alone, as standing independently ; 
whether, as Seb. Schmidt, Wolf, Rambach, Griesbach, Knapp, 

Bohme, Kuinoel, Stengel, Bisping, Maier, Moll, we regard as 
apposition thereto merely adyyéA@v ravnyvpe, or, as Bengel, 
Chr, Fr. Schmid, Ernesti, Schulz, Lachmann, Bleek, Tischen- 

dorf (ed. 1), Ebrard, Delitzsch, Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. 

p. 117), Alford, Kluge, Woerner, both the following members : 
ayyédov Tavnybper Kal exxdynola TpwTOTOKaY aTroyEeypapmevOv 

év ovpavots —in connection with which latter supposition, 
however, the more nearly connecting te cad, of frequent use 

with the author (ii. 4, 11, iv. 12, a/.), would have been more 

naturally expected than the bare xai before é€«xAnola. For 
wupidow is a very indefinite notion, which, where its reference 

is not self-evident from the connection, requires a genitival 
addition; besides, the accentuation of the idea of plurality 
alone would here be meaningless. Further, the reasons ad- 
vanced against our mode of explanation, that in such case 
we ought, after the analogy of the following members, to 
expect a xaé before wavnyvpe. (Seb. Schmidt, Bleek, Ebrard) ; 

that wavnydpes and that. which follows would become in the 
highest degree dragging (Bleek); that savyyiper would be 
superfluous (de Wette),—are without weight. For «ai was 
omitted by reason of the euphonious wavnyiper Kai exxdynoig, 
into which a «ad placed also before wavynyiper would have 
introduced a discordant note; the charge of dragging would 
have been justified, only if a «aé had really been added before 
Tavyyvpe; nor, again, is maynyvper superfluous, since it con- 
tains a very significant notion, and one different from that 
of éxxAnola. 

Ver. 23. Ilavnyipe cal exxdyola tpwrotoKwr, amoyeypap- 
pévov év ovpavois| to the festive assembly and congregation of 
the first-born, who are enrolled in heaven. mavnyupts, in the 

N. T. a dra& Aeyouevor, designates the total gathering under 
the form of conception of « being gathered together in festivity 
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and jubilant joy [cf. Joseph. Andt. v. 2.12]; whereas éxxAnota 
characterizes those assembled as bound together in inner wnity. 
To be enrolled in heaven, however, signifies to stand recorded 
upon the book of heaven’s citizens, or to have part in the 
rights and privileges of the heavenly citizens. From the con- 
nection (rpoocedAnrvOate ‘Iepovoadijp érovpavip Kal pupiacw 
ayyédov) beings must be intended, who already dwell in 
heaven, are actually in possession of the civil rights and 
immunities of heaven, not those by whom the enjoyment of 
the same is only to be looked for in the future. Since, then, 

they are by means of mpwtortoxoe represented as those who 
in point of time first (before others as yet) became sons of 
God, we have to think most naturally, with Calvin, Bengel, 

Chr. Fr. Schmid, Woerner, and others, of the patriarchs and 

saints of the Old Covenant (comp. chap. xi.), who, it is true 
only upon the condition of union with Christ (xi. 40), but 
yet by reason of their filial relation to God, did, in a temporal 
respect before the Christians, receive a dwelling-place and rights 
of citizenship in heaven. According to Nosselt, Storr, Kurtz, 
and others, we have to understand by the wpwrdtoxor still 
the angels before mentioned, as being the earliest inhabitants 
of heaven; but for the designation of the angels, the charac- 
teristic dmoyeypaypévor év ovpavois is unsuitable. The 
majority discover in mpwtToroxou a reference to the Christians ; 
and that either, as Primasius and Grotius suppose, specially 
to the apostles—against which, however, stands Tavnyupes Kal 

éxkAnoia, which involves the idea of a great host; or, as 

Schlichting, J. L. Mosheim (de ecclesia primogenitorum wn 
coclo adscriptorum, Helmst. 1733, 4to), Schulz, Bleek, Ebrard, 

and others, to the first believers from among the Jews and 
Gentiles, particularly the former, quite apart from the question 
of their being now dead or still living; or, as Knapp, Bohme. 
Kuinoel, Tholuck, Delitzsch, Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr 
p. 117), Alford, Hofmann (Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 147, 2 Aufi.), 
Moll, and others, specially to the church which is still upon 
carth, so that in connection with tpwrdtocos we have to hold 
fast only to the particular fact of the dignity, while we retain 
no reference to time; or, as de Wette and Maier, specially to 
those who have fallen asleep in the faith of Christ, and perhaps 
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even were glorified by martyrdom; or finally, as Piscator, 
Owen, Carpzov, Stein, Stuart, Stengel, and others, to the 
members of the New Covenant in general. But the thought 
of Christians in this place is a remote one; since the mention 
of them, in harmony with the order of relating now chosen, 
would more naturally take place only later, in connection 
with the mention of Christ Himself, and not already here, 
between that of the angels and God.— «ali xpitn Oe Tav- 
tov] and to Him as Judge, who is God over all. wavtwy is 
usually construed with xpit7. But from its position it can 
depend only upon @e@. wavtTwy is masculine, and refers not 
merely—as Knapp and bleek suppose—to the fore-mentioned 
angels and mpwtotoxo. It stands absolutely; so that God, 
in delicate opposition to the Jewish particularism, is character- 
ized as in general the God of all.) The apparently unsuitable 
characterization of God in this connection (because one con- 
taining nothing specifically Christian), namely, as the Judge, 
is justified from the aim of the writer, to warn the readers 

against laxity of morals, and consequently against apostasy 
from Christianity (comp. vv. 25, 29).— «at mvevpacw diKaiwr 
TeTeAcLopevov| and to the spirits of the perfected just ones. 
mvevparta: designation of the departed spirits, as divested of 
the body (comp. 1 Pet. iii. 19; Luke xxiv. 39 ; Acts vii. 59), 
inasmuch as these only at the resurrection will be clothed 
with a new body. Most probably the Christians fallen asleep 
are those meant (Grotius, Mosheim, Bengel, Sykes, Baum- 

garten, Chr. Fr. Schmid, Storr, and many). Others, as Corn. 
a Lapide, Schlichting, Wittich, Wolf, Schulz, Bleek, de Wette, 

Ebrard, Maier, think of the saints of the O. T. (chap. x1.) ; 

or, as Knapp, Bohme, Tholuck, Bisping, Delitzsch, Riehm 

(Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. p. 122), Alford, Moll, Kurtz, alike 
of the departed saints of the O. T. and those of the New. 
The 6écatoz, however, are called teteNetwpévoe not in the 

sense of the “ perfect just ones” (Theophylact, Luther, Stengel, 
al.),——for which the expression téAeor would much more 
naturally have presented itself—nor yet because they have 
finished their life’s course and overcome the weaknesses 
and imperfections of the earthly life (Calvin, Limborch, 
Bohme, Kuinoel, Kurtz, and others), but because they have 
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already been brought by Christ to the goal of consummation. 
Comp. ii. 10, x. 14, xi. 40. 

Ver. 24. Néas] characterizes the covenant as new in regard 
to the time of its existence (foedus recens), Whereas Kkacvy, 
viii. 8, 13, ix. 15, described it as new in respect of its quality 
(foedus novum). Wrongly Bohme, Kuinoel, and others (de 
Wette likewise wavers): véas is here to be taken as of the 
same import with xawfs.— Kal aipate pavticpod] Jesus’ 
atoning blood is called blood of sprinkling, inasmuch as those 
who believe in Him, in spirit sprinkled therewith, are cleansed 
from their sins and sanctified to God. Comp. ix. 13f., x. 22, 
xii, 12. — xpetrtov] is an adverb. Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 38. 
Needlessly will Kurtz have it taken as a substantive ad- 
jective. Better does the blood of Christ speak than Abel 
with his blood; since the latter calls for the divine vengeance, 
the former, on the other hand, for God’s grace upon sinners, — 
mapa] See at i. 4.— mapa tov”ABedX] may be looked upon 
as a well-known brachylogy for tapd 76 aiva tod "ABen. 
This is not, however, at all necessary, seeing that, at xi. 4 

likewise, Abel himself is represented as speaking after his 
death (by means of his blood which was shed). 

Ver. 25. The author has but just now, vv. 18-24, in order 
to enforce with reasoning his exhortation to the ayacpos, ver. 
14 ff., described, in a comparison of the Old Covenant with 
the New, the exalted nature of the communion into which the 

readers had entered by the reception of Christianity. As a 
conclusion therefrom, he warns them against falling away 
again from Christianity through laxity of morals (comp. also 
ver. 28 f.), in pointing out, similarly as ii. 2 ff, x. 28 ff, that 
if the Israelites in old time incurred punishment by dis- 
obedience to the O. T. revelation of God, an incomparably 
severer judgment would overtake those Christians who 
should turn back again from the N. T. revelation of God. 
— The simple Prézere, without the addition of odv, renders 

the warning so much the more powerful. Entirely mistaken, 
Delitzsch : odv is not added, in order that one may not sup- 
pose the warning to attach itself to od yap mpocedndvOaTe 

. GA TpocednrVGaTe ..., but, on the contrary, it should 

be manifest that the author thinks of the One speaking, 
Meyer.—HEs. 2G 
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against the refusing of whom he warns, as in most intimate 
connection with the speaking blood of the Mediator of the 
Covenant which has just been mentioned. — Brézete pu 
Tapaitnonole Tov NarovyTa| tale heed that ye do not beg off 
from Him that speaketh (to you), that ye turn not away from 

Him and despise Him. 6 AadSy is not Christ (Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, Primasius, Vatablus, Bohme, Kuinoel, Ebrard, 

Bloomfield, a/.), but that God who still continues to speak to 

the readers by means of the Christian facts of salvation. For 
by Tov arodvta the same person must be designated, as 
subsequently by tov am’ obpavar, sc. ypnuatifovra. By the 
latter, however, can be meant, on account of the od referring 

back to it at ver. 26, and by reason of the ényyeAtas there 

occurring (comp. also ver. 29), only God. From this it 
follows, too, that by éat ys o ypnuatifwr is meant, not 
Moses (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Carpzov, and others), but 

likewise God,’ so that there is not an insisting upon a diversity 
of persons in connection with the O. T. and the N. T. revela- 
tion, and thence a difference of degree inferred; but the 
diversity of the mode of revelation is accentuated, and thereby 
the higher value of the one revelation above the other on the 
one hand is marked, and on the other the higher culpability 
of apostasy from the one than from the other. To the Jews 
God spake upon the palpable earthly mountain Sinai, choosing 
as His interpreter an earthly man, Moses; to the Christians, 

on the other hand, He speaks from heaven, in sending to them 
His own Son from heaven as His interpreter.— ov« é&épu- 
yov| did not escape, did not evade the divine punishment. 
Comp. ii. 3. Wrongly Delitzsch, even because the odd 
baNXov nets K.T.r. does not harmonize therewith: were not 
able to withdraw, but were obliged to stand fast. — émt yiis tov 
xpnuatiCovta| the One speaking upon earth words of revelation. 
Belongs together, in that éat yijs was placed on account of 
the greater emphasis before the article. Similarly the post- 
posing of tva, Gal. ii. 10, and the like. — vrodv paddov mets | 
sc. ove éxdevEopcOa. — aroatpédecbai tia] to turn away 
Jrom any one, reject his fellowship. 

Ver. 26. Like as the author has stated the fact, ver. 25, 

1 Ebrard will have us think of Christ as the second person of the Godhead ! 



CHAP. XII. 27. 467 

as a sion of the inferiority of Judaism to Christianity, that 
God in connection with the former was One é7t ys ypnuarti- 
fev, in connection with the latter, on the other hand, One a7’ 

ovpavav xpnuatifor, so does he now in like manner urge, as 
a further proof of that inferiority, the circumstance that God 
then only shook the earth, but now in accordance with the 
prophecy will shake not only the earth, but at the same time 
also the heavens. —éoddevocev] is to be understood in the 
literal sense, not, with Estius and others, in the figurative. — 

rote] then, sc. at the promulgation of the Mosaic law. Comp. 
Ex. xix. 18 (where, however, the LXX., probably in reading 

nyt instead of 747, translate: kal é&éorn mas Oo ads 
obdépa); Judg. v. 4f.; Ps. lxviii. 9 [8], cxiv. 7: azo 
Tpocwrou Kupiov ecarevOn 7) yi}. — vov bé éexnyyeATar heyou] 
who now, on the other hand, has promised as follows. A con- 
structio ad sensum, since the words form the second member 

of the relative clause; but, notwithstanding that, a bound is 
suddenly made from the preceding subject 7 de to the 
subject contained in the ov, namely, God Himself. — viv] 
now, has certainly the sense: in regard to the present 
Christian period (more exactly: in regard to the epoch of the 
consummation of the divine kingdom by the coming again 
of Christ). Grammatically, however, viv «.7.r. has arisen 

from the contracting of two statements in one, and is to be 
resolved, with Schlichting, into: nunc vero commovebit non 
solum terram sed etiam coelum, sicut promisit apud prophetam, 
dicens, etc. — émnyyeAtac] in the middie sense, as Rom. iv. 21. 

See Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 246.— The citation is from 
Hag. ii. 6, but reproduced in a free and abbreviated form 
(LXX.: ét drrak eyo ceicw Tov ovpavoy Kai THY yhv Kal THY 
@aracoav kal tHv Enpav).— ért awa] Faulty rendering of 
the LXX. instead of: yet a little while. 

Ver. 27. The author, arguing from the ét draé of the 
prophetic word of scripture just adduced, brings out as a 
second feature of the superiority of Christianity, that it is 
abiding and intransitory.— To d€° "Ete adraé] The expression, 
however, Yet once more, sc. and then not again. ére ama€, 

namely, is taken by the writer absolutely. — dndot tHv Taev 
carevowevov petdbecw] declares (points to) the changing of 
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that which is being shaken, sc. the earth and the (visible) 
heavens, inasmuch as it is a well-known matter (7) that, 
at the epoch of the consummation of the kingdom of God, the 
present earth and the present heavens will be transformed 
into a new earth and new heavens (comp. Isa. lxv. 17 ff, 
Ixvi. 22; 2 Pet. iii, 13; Rev. xxi. 1); the shaking, however, 

of the heavens and the earth predicted by the prophet will 
be the only one, and consequently the last one, which will 
take place at all.— as rerounwévar] because they are created, 
i.e. visible, earthly, and transitory, things. The words draw 
attention to the constitution of the cadevoueva, thereby to 
make it appear as something natural that these should undergo 
a change or transformation. They are not to be taken to- 
gether with the following #a; in connection with which 
construction we have either the explanation: which namely 
has been made, to the end that that which is immovable may 
remain (Grotius, Bengel, Tholuck, Delitzsch, Riehm, Lehrbeg?. 

des Hebrierbr. p. 130, Obs.; Kluge, Moll, Woerner, al.),— 

which, however, without more precise indication, yields 

arbitrary variations of the meaning, but no clear thought,— 
or: which was made indeed only for the purpose of awaiting 
that which is immovable, and giving place to the same when 
this comes in (Bauldry in Wolf, Storr, Bohme, Kuinoel, 

Hofmann, al.). Grammatically there is nothing to be alleged 
against this acceptation of the words, although the expression 
pevery is not elsewhere employed by the author in the sense 
of “to await anything;” nor even against the thought in 
itself can any objection be raised. But then it appears 
unsuitable to the connection ; since upon this interpretation 
that which the author will derive from the érs da€, namely, 
the coming in of that which is eternal and intransitory, is 

brought out in much too subordinate a form. ‘va is there- 
fore to be taken as dependent on tiv Tov awanevomevav 

petrdbeow, inasmuch as it adduces the higher design of God 
in the transformation of the present earth and the present 

heavens: im order that there may then abide (have a per- 

manent existence) that which cannot be shaken, se. the eternal 

blessings of Christianity, into the full enjoyment of which 

the Christian will enter so soon as a new earth and new 
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heaven is formed, and the kingdom of God attains to its 
consummation. 

Ver. 28. Exhortation to be thankful to God, and to serve 

Him in an acceptable manner. — 4.0] infers from the con- 
cluding words of ver. 27: Wherefore, because that which will 
have an everlasting existence is no other than the kingdom of 
God, in which we Christians have obtained part. The author 
himself expresses this thought in the participial clause eluci- 
datory of the 60, Bactrelavy adodrevtov TapadapBa- 
vovtes: since the kingdom which we Christians obtain (which 
becomes the possession of us Christians) 2s an «immovable, 
intransitory one. The participle present mapadapBavovtes, of 
that which is indeed future, but which with certainty comes 
in. Erroneously do Calvin, transl., Schlichting, Limborch, 
Bengel, and others understand the participial clause as a 
constituent part of the exhortation: “let us receive the im- 
movable kingdom, appropriate it to ourselves by faith,” which 
is already rendered impossible by the anarthrous Baci\elav 
in itself. — éywpev ydpw] let us cherish thankfulness, se. 

towards God. Comp. Luke xvii. 9. Wrongly Beza, Schlicht- 
ing, Jac. Cappellus, Grotius, Carpzov, Bisping, and many 

others: let us hold fast the grace. For in that case the 
article could not be wanting in connection with yapw, and 
instead of €yapey must stand catéyoper (comp. iii. 6, 14, 
x. 23) or xpatdmev (comp. iv. 14).—&v fs AaTpedopev 
evapéotws TH Oe@| and by the same serve God in an acceptable 
manner, T@® Oe@ belongs to AaTpevapev.— peTa evraPelas 
kal déovs] with reverential awe (in that we watch against that 
which is displeasing to God) and fear. Amplification of the 
evVapeoTos. 

Ver. 29. Warning justification of the peta evrAaPelas Kai 
déous. The words cannot, however, signify: for our God too 
(the God of Christians), even as the God of the Old Covenant, 
is @ consuming fire (so still Bleek, de Wette, Tholuck, Bisping, 
and others). For to this end cal yap may o Beds KT.A. 
must have been written. Just as little may «at yap, with 
Delitzsch, Riehm (Lehrbegr. des Hebréerbr. p. 60, Obs.), Alford, 
Moll, and Kurtz, be weakened into the mere notion of 

“etenim.” For «av is the enhancing “more than this,” and 
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belongs to the whole clause, in connection with which it 
would be a matter of indifference (against Delitzsch) whether 

the author should write xai yap o Qeds tuadv wip Katava- 
AlcKoY OY Kal yap TDP KaTavadicKoy oO beds Hpov, since in 
either case the main emphasis in connection with the few 
words would fall upon wip catavadickov. According to the 
order of the words, and by reason of the intensive force of 
cai, the sense can therefore only be: for our God is also a 

consuming fire, ue. He is not merely a God of grace, but 
likewise a God of punitive righteousness. A diversity, conse- 
quently, of the God of the Old Testament and the God of 
the New, which would also have been an unsuitable notion, 

the author does not by any means assert. Moreover, comp. 
LXX. Deut. iv. 24: OTe KUpios 0 Geos cov Tip KaTavadicKov 
EOTUWs 
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Cava? TER XLa 

Ver. 4. The preference over the Recepta zopvodg 6 is merited 
on account of the better attestation (A D* D, Lat. Mx, Vule. 
Copt. Anton. Max. Bed.) by zopvods yap. Commended to atten- 
tion by Griesbach. Adopted by Lachm. Bleek, Alford, and 
Tisch. 8.— Ver. 8. Elz.: ydés. But A C* D* M »& have 
24%0é¢. Rightly admitted by Lachm. Tisch. and Alford.— Ver. 9. 
wn wapanépects| Elz.: wi repipépesde. Against AC D Mx, the 
later supplementer of B, the preponderant majority of the 
cursives, Vulg. Copt. al., and very many Fathers. Already 
rejected by Grotius, Bengel, and Wetstein, then by Griesbach, 
Matthaei, Knapp, Scholz, Bleek, de Wette, Lachm. Tisch. 
Bloomfield, Delitzsch, Alford, Reiche, and others. Correction 
to accord with Eph. iv. 14.— Instead of the Recepta cepu- 
carzoavees, A D* x* present vepsrarotyres. Placed in the 
text by Lachm. and Tisch, 1 and 8, and probably the original 
reading. — Ver. 10. In place of the Recepta otbx Zxovory éZousiay, 
Tisch. 2 and 7 reads only od% Zyover, and already Mill 
(Proleqgg. 1292) has condemned éFouciav as a gloss. But tZove/ay 
is lacking only in D* Gr. and Lat., in M and with Damascen., 
whereas it is present in A C D** and *** K ¥, etc. (with 
Chrysostom before odx ¢zousw). It was erroneously omitted by 
reason of its similarity in sound to the foregoing od« yovew. — 
Ver. 11. Elz. Tisch. 8: +i aiwa vepi &wapriac tig ra aI, 
So DK Ms, ete. In place of this, Lachm. and Tisch. 1 
write, after C* al., Copt. Syr. al.: rb aiwa cig rd ayia wrepl 

ajwaprias. By means of its varying position, however, zep/ 
auapriag betrays itself as a glossematic elucidation, seeing 
that it is entirely wanting in A, in Aeth.,and with Chrysostom, 
and seeing, moreover, that some cursive Mss. (14, 47) present 
in place of the singular the plural vp? aguapriav. Rightly 
therefore have Bleek, Tisch. 2 and 7, and Alford deleted the 
addition. — Ver. 17. isip raiv Luyaiv imaiv ag Adyov deroddcovres] 
Instead of which Lachm. in the stereotype ed. and Tisch. 1 
chose the order: as Adyov drodwoovres tatp ray Vuxay vudy. 
But the authority of A, Vulg. Bede does not suffice for the 
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transposing. Rightly therefore did Lachm. in the larger ed., 
and Tisch. 2, 7, and 8, return to the Recepta.—Ver. 18. 
Elz.: revoidawer. Against the preponderating testimony of A 
C* D* D, Lat. (suademus) M, 17, 67** 137, which demands 
the reading, commended by Griesb. and adopted by Lachm. 
Bleek, Tisch. Alford: ve:d6ueda. To the latter points also the 
da yap ors xxanv in the Cod. Sinait., since in this codex or 2027. 

has been placed immediately before, only in consequence of a 
manifest oversight of the copyist.— Ver. 21. To the Recepta 
zy wavri zpyy, instead of which the Cod. Sinait. presents only 
zy cavri (adopted by Tisch. 8), had Lachmann in the stereo- 
type ed. further added: za} Aéyw, which he has yet rightly 
struck out again in the larger edition. The addition zai Adyw 
is found only in A, and once with Chrysostom, whereas it is 
twice wanting with the latter. It is a gloss from 2 Thess. ii. 
17.— Instead of the mere zo: a of the Recepta, Lachmann reads 
in the Hdit. Stereotypa: airis xorev; in the larger edition: 
aire com. But airée rests only upon 71 and D, Lat. (ipso 
faciente); the alleged testimony of C in favour thereof is 
founded on an error of Wetstein. air, however, which has 
for it the authority of A C* &* and of Gregor. Nyssen., is a 
disturbing addition, and manifestly arose only from a twofold 
writing of the airod immediately foregoing. — Elz. Lachm. 
Bloomfield, Delitzsch, Reiche, Tisch. 8: ¢#¢ rodg aiavag ray 
aiwvay But rav aiwvwy is wanting in O*** D, in many 
cursives, In Arab. Armen., with Clem. Alex. and Theodoret. 
Suspected by Bengel and Griesbach ; rightly rejected by Bleek, 
de Wette, Tisch. 1, 2, 7, and Alford. For it is more probable 
that the simpler formula, occurring for the rest Rom. xi. 36, 
xvi. 27, would be enlarged into the ampler formula more 
usual in the case of doxologies, than that the ampler would be 
abbreviated into the simpler one.— Ver. 22. D* 46, 57, al., 
Vulg. Syr. Arm. have dvixeodas, Adopted by Lachmann. 
But the imperative dvéyeode, presented by the Lecepta, is to 
be retained, as imparting more animation to the discourse. 
This reading is protected by the preponderating authority of 
AC D*** K M 8, etc., Am. Copt. Aeth. a/., Chrys. Theodoret 
(also in the Commentary), al.— Ver. 23. Elz.: riv aderpor. 
Lachm. Bleek, Tisch. 1 and 8, de Wette, Delitzsch: ray ddsrQay 
yay. The latter is to be preferred on account of the stronger 
attestation by A C D* M s* 17, 31, 37, 39, al., all vss. Euthal. 
Maxim. Athan. 

Vv. 1-25. Concluding exhortations partly of a general 
nature, partly in special relation to the main purport of the 
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epistle, and concluding notices, followed by a twofold wish of 

blessing. 
Ver. 1. Exhortation to enduring brotherly love. —‘H 

diraderdia] The love of the brethren, ve. love to the fellow- 
Christians, = Comp: Romi xii. 105) 1) Thess) 1v...9; 1 Pet: 
i, 22; 2 Pet. i. 7. — pevéta] abide, cease not. For, according 

to vi. 10, x. 33, the readers had already exercised this virtue 
before, and were still exercising it. Yet in their case, since 
they had become doubtful regarding the absolute truth of 
Christianity, and in part already sought to withdraw from the 
outward fellowship of Christians (x. 25), and, moreover, in 
particularistic prejudice closed their hearts against a brotherly 
intercourse with the Gentile Christians, the renewed inculca- 

‘tion of this virtue was of special importance. 
Vy. 2, 3. Summons to two particular forms of expression 

of the general virtue, ver. 1. 
Ver. 2. Exhortation to hospitality. Comp. Rom, xu. 13; 

1 Pet. iv. 9; 1 Tim: ii. 2; Tit. i, 8, Owing to the hatred 

of the Jews towards the Christians, and the almost entire 

absence of public places of entertainment, hospitality towards 
fellow-Christians on their journeys became, for the Palestinians 
also, an urgent necessity. — dia tavTns yap édabov Twes 
Eevicavtes ayyédous| Enforcement of the command uttered, 
by calling attention to the high honour’ which, by the exercise 
of this virtue, accrued to single remote ancestors of the Jewish 
people; for by the manifestation of hospitality some have 
unwittingly entertained angels. The author was certainly, in 
connection with this statement, thinking specially of Abraham 
and Lot (Gen. xviii. 19). We have, moreover, to compare the 

declaration of the Lord, Matt. xxv. 44, 45, according to 

which he who entertains one of His people, entertains the 
Lord Himself.—The €Aaov, written in accordance with 

genuine Greek praxis, but not occurring elsewhere in the 
N. T., forms a paronomasia with éwuravOavecbe. 

z Comp. Philo, de Abrah. p, 366 (with Mangey, Lope 1s, f.) : ee dE obx oldu 
rive orepBorny evdaimovias xa) Beeanianess eivas Ow wel THy oixiay, tv A xara braves 

xak viwy Aa eiv briusivay ayyiro pos avbpurous, & bepack wai bsias Qucus, baodidxovos 

nak aah Tou wpwrov Ora 30 wy oie mpicbivray oom wy bsrnon Ta vives nowy 

mprbsoricut, diayyirAsi. 
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Ver. 3. Exhortation to have a care for the prisoners and 

distressed. — MipynoxecOe tav Secpiwv| Be mindful (se. in 
order to aid them with ministering love) of the prisoners, — 
as cuvocdenévor] as fellow-prisoners, tc. with as much devotion 
to them as though the captivity had fallen upon yourselves. 
For the Christians are members of the same body; as in the 
prosperity, so also are they to share in the sufferings one of 
the other. Comp. 1 Cor. xi. 26. Bohme (in lke manner 
Heinrichs too) explains: “quippe ejus naturae et conditionis 
homines, qui ipsi quoque pro captivis sint, nimirum in ecclesia 

pressa. degentes.” Upon this interpretation, it is true, the 
twofold @s retains its full significance; but in order to 
represent the readers as “in ecclesia pressa degentes,” an 
addition to cuvdedeuévoe could not have been dispensed with. 
—Tav Kakovyoupevor] of those who suffer evil treatment. 

TOV KaKkovxyovpévov is the genus, under which the foregoing 
Tay Sespiov are ranged as a particular species. — @s Kal. avTot 
ovTes év cwpatt] as sojourning yourselves in a body, thus 

likewise still subjected to the earthly order of the world, 
and not secured against the like ill-treatment. According to 
Calvin and others, the sense is: since ye indeed are members 
of the same body (to wit, the church),—which, however, must 
have been indicated by @s Kat adtol év TO capate Tov 
Xpictov dvres. According to Beza: as though im your own 
person ye were Kakovyovpevor,—a sense which can only with 
violence be put upon the words. 

Ver. 4. Exhortation to chastity in the narrower sense. — 
Tipwos| held in estimation, honourable, sc. éotw, Others 
supplement éoriv. So already the Peshito (honoratum est 
connubium inter omnes), then Beza, Grotius (apud omnes 
gentes moratas honos est conjugio), M‘Caul, and others. 
But against this stands the addition: kat 7 Koitn apiavtos, 
since the latter could not be asserted as a truth in point of fact. 
Rather might the indicative rendering thereof be preserved 
by taking the clauses descriptively: “ Marriage honourable in 
all things,” etc., which then would not be different in sense 
from the direct requirement that marriage should be honour- 
able. Nevertheless, this mode of interpretation too—recently 
adopted by Delitzsch—could only be justified if it were 
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followed by a long series of similar statements; here, on the 
other hand, where imperatives are placed in close proximity 
before and after, it is unnatural.—o yauos] marriage. In 
this sense the word occurs frequently with the Greeks. In 
the N. T. it has everywhere else the signification: wedding, 
and its celebration. — év Tacw] is neuter: in all things. The 
majority take €v wadow as masculine. There is then found 
expressed in it the precept, either, as by Luther and others, 
that marriage should in the estimation of all be held in 
honour, ze. not desecrated by adultery; or, as by Bohme, 
Schulz, and others, that it should not be despised or slighted 
by any unmarried person (according to Hofmann, by any one, 
whether he live in wedlock, or he think that he ought for 

his own part to decline it); or finally, as by Calvin and 
many, that it is to be denied to no order of men (as later 
to the Catholic priests). In the two last cases it is generally 
supposed that the reference is to a definite party of those 
who, out of ascetic or other interest, looked unfavourably 

upon the married life. But for all three modes of explana- 
tion, mapa waow would have been more suitably written 
than €v madow; and a preference for celibacy on the part of 
born Jews in particular, to whom nevertheless the Epistle to 
the Hebrews is addressed, is an unexplained presupposition, 

because one not in accordance with the teaching of history. 
— Kai 1 Koitn aplavtos| and the marriage bed (against the 
ordinary usus loguendi, Valckenaer and Schulz: the cohabita- 
tion) be undefiled. —mopvovs ydp Kat povyods Kpwel 6 Oecvs] 
Jor fornicators and adulterers will God judge (condemn at 
the judgment of the world). Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 9f, al. The 
6 Ocos placed at the close of the sentence is not without em- 
phasis. It reminds that, though such sins of uncleanness 
remain for the most part unpunished by earthly judges, the 
higher Judge will one day be mindful of them. 

Vv. 5, 6. Warning against covetousness; exhortation to 
contentedness. — “Agirdpyupos] free from greediness of money, 
Jrom covetousness and avarice, 1 Tim. iii. 3. Comp. vi. 24 ff. 
— 0 Tpotos] sc. éotw: let the mind and comportment, the 

character, be.—apkovpevor tots mapodow] sc. éote: be con- 
tented with that which is present. ta mwapovta here, as Xen. 
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Sympos. iv. 42 (ois yap padiota Ta TapovTa apKel, Hota 
TOV aAXoOTpiwy opéyovTat), and often With the classic writers, 
of the earthly possession which one has. — adros yap elpnkev] 
for He Himself has said, namely, God, as He who is speaking 

in the scripture ; not Christ (Beza, Bohme, Klee). — od 7 ce 
av@ ovd ov pn ce eyKkatarirw| I will in no wise fail thee, 
nor by any means forsake thee. To this citation the most 
similar passages are Deut. xxxi. 6 (ovTe un ce avh, ovTE pH 
oe éyxataninn), ibid. ver. 8 (ovK avyioer oe, ovde pH cE 
eyxataninn), and 1 Chron. xxviii. 20 (ov« avnces ce Kai ov 
pn eyKkatadimn) ; although, in these passages, instead of the 
first person singular the third person is used. Less corre- 
sponding in point of expression are Josh. 1. 5 (ovK éyxata- 
Aetipw ce ovd wUmepoouat ce), Gen. xxviii. 15 (od pa ce 
éyxatani7w), and Isa. xli. 17 (ov éyxatadretpw avtots). 
On the other hand, there is found a citation entirely corre- 
spondent to ours in Philo, de Confus. Linguar. p. 344 C (ed. 
Mang. I. p. 430). It is possible that, as Bleek and de Wette 
suppose, the author adopted the same immediately from Philo. 
It is, however, also possible that the utterance, in the form 
in which we meet with it here and in Philo, had become pro- 
verbial. According to Delitzsch and Kluge, the utterance of 
Deut. xxxi. 6 assumed this form in the liturgic or homiletic 
usage of the Hellenistic synagogue, in that reminiscences of 
other similar O. T. passages blended with the original passage. 
[According to Piscator, Owen, and Tischendorf, the reference is 

to Josh. i. 5.] 
Ver. 6. "Dore Oappotvtas pas eye K.7.r.] so that we 

boldly say (namely, in the words of Ps. exvui. 6): the Lord 
is my helper, and I will not fear ; what can a man do to me? 
— Tl Tomoes pot dvOpwros ;] is an independent direct ques- 
tion. Grammatically false is the construction of the Vulgate 
(so also Jac. Cappellus and others), which takes the words as 
dependent on ov doBynOjcowat: non timebo, quid faciat mihi 
homo. 

Ver. 7. Exhortation to a remembrance of the former 
teachers, and an emulation of their faith.—oi 7jyovpevor] 
the presidents and leaders of the congregation. Comp. 
vy. 17, 24; where, however, those still living are indicated, 
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while here we have to think of those already fallen asleep. 
By virtue of the characteristic ofruves €XaAHoav Lpiv Tov 
Neyov tod Oecod they appear as identical with the persons 
mentioned ii. 3, the immediate disciples of Christ, from whom 

the readers had received the gospel.—oyr] has reference 
equally to tiv éxBacw ths avactpodys and thy trict. — 
avalewpetv| the prolonged, closely observing contemplation. 
Comp. Acts xvii. 23.— tv &xBaow tis avactpodhs| not: 
the course or path of development of their walk (Oecumenius, 

but without deciding, and Lud. de Dieu)—which is opposed 
to linguistic usage; nor yet: the result for others of their 
believing walk, inasmuch as many were thereby converted to 
Christianity (Braun, Cramer)—which must have been more 
precisely defined by means of additions; just as little: the 
result of their believing walk for the nryovpevoe themselves, as 
regards their rewarding in heaven (Storr, Bloomfield, and 
others), for an avaGewpety of the latter, to which the author 

is supposed to exhort, would not have been possible; but: 
the outlet or end of their walk on earth [1 Cor. x. 13]. Comp. 
my é&o5ov, Luke ix. 31, 2 Pet. i. 15, and ti adiéw, Acts 
xx. 29. That which is intended, seeing that in combination 
with the dva@ewpetv tiHv ExBaciy THs avactpodys a 
ptpetobast THY TioTLy is spoken of, is beyond doubt the 
martyr’s death, endured by the earlier leaders and presidents 
of the Palestinian congregations, Stephen, James the elder, 
James the brother of the Lord, and Peter, whereby they had 
manifested the strength and immovable stedfastness of their 
faith. 

Vv. 8-15. Exhortation to hold aloof from unchristian 
doctrines and ritual observances. 

Ver. 8 is ordinarily comprehended in one with ver. 7. 
Expositors then find in the utterance either, as Bleek, Ebrard, 
Bisping, and others, an adducing of the motive for the emula- 
tion of the faithful leaders enjoined at ver. 7; or, as Zeger, 

Grotius, Schulz, Kurtz, and others (comp. already Theophylact), 
the encouraging assurance that, as to these leaders, so also to 
the readers, provided they only take the faith of these leaders 
as a,model for themselves, the gracious aid of Christ—of 
which, however, there was no mention in ver. 7—will not 
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be wanting; or finally, as Carpzov,' the more precise informa- 
tion as to that in which their faith had consisted. More 
correctly, however, on account of the antithetic correspondence 

between 0 avrtés, ver. 8, and motxinais Kat Eévais, ver. 9, are 

the words, ver. 8, taken as constituting the foundation and 
preparation for the injunction of ver. 9. Jesus Christ is for 
ever the same; the Christian therefore must give no place 
in his mind and heart to doctrines which are opposed to 
Christ, His nature and His requirements. — éy@és .. . onpe- 
pov... €lg tTovs ai@vas| Designation of the past, present, 
and future; exhaustive unfolding of the notion def The 
expression is rhetorical; éy@és is consequently not to be 
further expounded, in such wise that we must think of the 
time of the former teachers (Schlichting, Grotius, Hammond, 
Limborch, Bleek, de Wette, Bisping, Delitzsch, Maier, Kluge, 

Kuwitz, Hofmann, Woerner, ai.), or of the time before the 

appearing of Christ (Bengel, Cramer, Stein), or to the whole 
time of the Old Covenant (Calvin, Pareus, al.), or even to the 
eternal pre-eaistence of Christ (Ambrose, de Fide, v. 1. 25 ; Seb. 
Schmidt, Nemethus, and others). —’Incoods Xprotos is the 
subject, and 6 autos (sc. éotiv, not éotw) the common pre- 
dicate to all three notes of time. Wrongly Paulus: “Jesus 
is the God-anointed One; yesterday and to-day is He alto- 
gether the same ”—which must have read: "Incotds 6 Xpiotos. 
But mistaken also the Vulgate, Oecumenius, Luther, Vatablus, 

Zeger, Calvin, and others, in that they interpunctuate after 

onepov: Jesus Christ yesterday and to-day; the same also in 
eternity. For that which is to be accentuated is not the 

eternity of Christ, as would be the case by means of the éy@és 
kai onuepov taken alone, but the eternal unchangeableness of 

Christ. 

Ver. 9. The exhortation itself, for which preparation was 
made at ver. 8, now follows. — Ardayats rotxidars Kal Eévars 
pn Tapagépecbe] By manifold and strange doctrines do not be 
seduced, borne aside from the right path. As is shown by the 
connecting of the two halves of the verse by the yap, expres- 

sive of the reason or cause, the dvdayal movkirae Kal Eevar 

1 «Tmitamini vestrorum pracfectorum fidem, nimirum hance: Jesus Christus 

heri, hodie et semper ¢ aurés Deus est.” 



CHAP. XIII. 9. 479 

are related to the Bpwuara mentioned immediately after as 
the genus to a species coming under particular notice; and, as 

is manifest from ver. 10 ff, both belong to the specifically 
Jewish domain. By dvdayai rorcinas cai E€vas, there- 
fore, the ordinances of the Mosaic law in general are to be 
understood, the observance of which was proclaimed among 
the readers as necessary to the attainment of salvation, while 
then under Bp®pata a special group of the same is men- 
tioned. movxtdas the same are called, because they consist 
in commands and prohibitions of manifold kind; févas, 

however, because they are opposed to the spirit of Chris- 
tianity. — xadov yap] for it is a fair thing, i.e. praiseworthy 
and salutary.—yapite BeBatodcOat tHv Kapdiay] that by 
grace the heart be made stedfast, in it seek and find its support. 
For no other thing than the grace of God is that which de- 
termines the character of the New Covenant, as the law that 

of the Old, Rom. vi. 14, al. Erroneously, therefore, Castellio 

and Bohme, ydpite means by thanksgiving or gratitude towards 
God; yet more incorrectly Bisping and Maier: by the 
Christian sacrificial food, the Holy Communion. — od Bpewpa- 

aw] not by meats. This is referred by the majority, lastly 
by Bohme, Stengel, Tholuck, Bloomfield, Delitzsch, Riehm 

(Lehrbegr. des Hebriéerbr. p. 158), Alford, Moll, Ewald, and 

Hofmann, to the Levitical ordinances concerning pure and 
impure food. But only of the sacrificial meals can ov 
Spwpwacw be understood. For rightly have Schlichting, 
Bleek, and others called attention to the fact that (1) the 
expression, ver. 9, is more applicable to the enjoyment of 
sacred meats than to the avoiding of unclean meats. Schlich- 
ting: Cor non reficitur cibis non comestis, sed comestis. 
Ciborum ergo usui, non abstinentiae, opponitur hic gratia; 
that (2) it is said of the Christians, at ver. 10, in close con- 
junction with ver. 9, that they possess an altar of which the 
servants of the Jewish sanctuary have no right to eat; that, 
finally, (3) at the close of this series of thoughts, ver. 15, the 
reference to the sacrifices is retained, inasmuch as there, in 

opposition to the Levitical sacrifices, it is made incumbent on 
Christians through Christ continually to offer sacrifices of 
praise unto God. Tholuck, it is true, objects to this reasoning: 
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(1) that Bpepara may denote “the clean, legally permitted 
meats, with (the mention of) which is at the same time 
implied the abstinence from the unclean.” But this expedient 
is artificial and unnatural; since, if we had in reality to 

think of the Levitical precepts with regard to food, in the 
exact converse of that which happens the avoiding of unclean 
meats would be the main idea brought under consideration. 
(2) That the connection of ver. 10 with ver. 9 would only 
apparently be lost, since one may warrantably assume the 
following line of thought : “Do not suffer yourselves to be led 
astray by a variety of doctrines alien to the pure truth— 
surely it is a fairer thing to assure the conscience by grace 
than by meats, by means of which no true appeasement is 
obtained; we Christians have an altar with such glorious 
soul-nourishment, of which no priest may eat.’ But this 
supposed thought of ver. 10 would be highly illogical. For 
how does it follow from the fact that Christians have an altar 
of most glorious soul-nourishment, that no priest may partake 
of the same? Logically correct, certainly, would be only the 
thought: for we Christians possess an altar with such glorious 
soul-nourishment, that we have no need whatever of the 

Levitical ordinances regarding food. Then again, at ver. 10, 
nothing at all is written about “ glorious soul-nourishment ;” 
but, on the contrary, the design of this verse can only be to 
make good the incompatibility of the Christian altar with the 

Jewish. (3) That the exhortation to the spiritual sacrifices, 
ver. 15, may be more immediately referred back to ver. 10. 
But ver. 10 stands to ver. 9, in which the theme of the 

investigation, vv. 8-15, is expressed, in the relation of sub- 

ordination. The following ody, ver. 15, may therefore serve 
for the introducing of the final result from the whole pre- 
ceding investigation. (4) Finally, that it cannot be perceived 
how the participation in sacrificial meals could have been 
looked upon as a means of justification. But the participation 
in the sacrificial meals was certainly a public avouchment of 
participation in the sacrifices themselves. Comp. 1 Cor. x. 
18. Very easily, therefore, might the author be led finally 
to take up this preference of his readers for the Jewish sacri- 
ficial cultus in this particular form of manifestation, which 
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had hitherto remained unnoticed in the epistle.— The 
supports, too, which Delitzsch has more recently sought to 

give to the referring of od Bp®pacw to ordinances regarding 
clean and unclean meats, are weak. For that Bpowata is a 
word unheard of in the sacrificial ¢hora, but familiar in the 

legislation regarding food, and that Bpapa is used elsewhere 
in the N. T. of that which is prohibited or permitted for 
eating, does not in any way fall under consideration ; because 
our passage claims before everything to be intelligible per se, 
nothing thus can be determinative of its meaning which is 
opposed to its expression and connection. That, however, 
the author cannot by didayat roxidae kai Eévar have meant 
the ordinances of the law in general, because he has recognised 
their divine origin, and therefore could not have indicated 
them with so little reverence, is a mere prepossession. For 
the Apostle Paul, too, speaks of them, as is already shown by 
Gal. iv. 9f, v. 2, with no greater reverence. We are pre- 

vented from thinking, with Delitzsch, of “erroneous doctrines 

invented in accordance with one’s own will, though it may be 
attaching themselves to the O. T. law,” by the relation in 
which didayais moixidats cal Eévais stands to Bpepacw, 
ver. 9, and this again to é& ov dayety ov« éyovow éEoveiay oi 
Th oKNVn NaTpevovTes, ver. 10.— év ois ovK wpeEAHOncAaY ot 
mTepitatourtes] from which those busied therein have derived no 
profit, imasmuch, namely, as by such partaking of the sacrifice 

they did not attain to true blessedness. — év ofs belongs to 
ol mepiTratobrtes, since these words cannot stand alone, not to 

apernOncoar. 

Ver. 10. Justification of od Bpwpyacw, ver. 9, by the em- 
phasizing of the incompatibility of the Christian altar with 
that of Judaism. We possess an altar, of which they have no 
right to eat who serve the tabernacle, i.e. he who seeks in the 
Jewish sacrificial meals, and consequently in the Jewish 
sacrificial worship, a stay and support for his heart, thereby 
shuts himself out from Christianity, for he makes himself a 
servant of the tabernacle; but he who serves the tabernacle 
has no claim or title to the altar of Christians. That the 
subject in éyouev is the Christian, is acknowledged on all sides. 
But equally little ought it ever to have been disputed that by 

Meyer.—HeEs, 2H 
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ol TH OKNVH NaTpEvorTeEs persons must be denoted who are 
contrasted with the Christians. For, in accordance with the 

expression chosen, the author can only mean to say that the 
Christians possess the right to eat of the altar; those 77 oxnv7 
AaTpevovTes, on the other hand, forego this right. Quite in a 

wrong sense, therefore, have Schlichting, Schulz, Heinrichs, 

Wieseler (Schriften der Univ. Kiel aus d. J. 1861, p. 42), 
Kurtz, and others, referred oi 77 oxnvn aTtpevovtes likewise 
to the Christians,’ in that they found expressed the thought: 
for Christians there exists no other sacrifice than one of which 
it is not permitted them to eat. They then suppose to be 
intended by of 7H oxnvi} aTpevovTes either, as Schlichting, 
“omnes in universum_Christiani,” or, as Schulz, particular 

officers of the society, who conducted the Christian worship. 
But in the first case—apart from the fact that then, what 
would alone be natural, €& ob dayetvy otk éyouev éEovciay 
would have been written instead of é& ob gayely ovK éyovow 
éEovolay of TH oKxnvy NaTpevovtTes—the Christians would, as 
Bleek has already justly observed, have been designated by a 
characteristic which could not possibly be predicated of them ; 
in the second, an anachronistic separation into clerics and 
laity would be imputed to the author, and the sense arising 
would be unsuitable, since the proposition, that the warrant 
for eating of the Christian sacrifice is wanting, could not 
possibly hold good of the clergy alone, but must have its 
application to Christians in general. By 4 oxnv7 can thus 
be understood nothing other than the earthly, Jewish sanctuary, 
as opposed to the adnOw7 and tedevoTépa oxnvy of Christians, 
vill. 2, ix. 11. The 797 oxnvy NaTpevovTes, however, are 
not specially, as Bleek, de Wette, Delitzsch, Riehm (Lehrbegr. 
des Hebréerbr. p. 161), Alford, and others suppose, the Jewish 
priests (vill. 5), but the members of the Jewish covenant 
people universally (ix. 9, x. 2).—The @vovactrpiov further 
is the altar, upon which the sacrifice of the New Covenant, 

1So also Hofmann (Schriftbew. II. 1, 2 Aufl. p. 457 ff.), who will have only 
the twofold fact to be accentuated at ver. 10: ‘‘that we are priests,” and ‘that 
we possess a means of expiation,” and brings out as the sense of the verse : 
‘*that we, whose only propitiatory sacrifice, and one for all alike, is Christ, have 
no other profit from our means of expiation, than that we are reconciled.” (!) 
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namely, the body of Christ (comp. ver. 12), has been pre- 

sented. Not “ipse Christus” (Piscator, Owen, Wolf; comp. 
Calvin), or the @voia itself which has been presented (Lim- 
borch, Whitby, M‘Lean, Heinrichs, and others), nor yet the 

cultus (Grotius), can be denoted thereby. But likewise the 
explaining of the table of the Supper, the tpaefa xupiov, 
1 Cor. x. 21, with Corn. a Lapide, Chr. Fr. Schmid, Bohme, 

Bahr (Stud. wu. Krit. 1849, H. 4, p. 938), Ebrard, Bisping, 
Maier, and others (comp. also Riickert, das Abendmahl. Sein 
Wesen und seine Geschichte in der alten Kirche, Leipz. 1856, 
pp. 242-246), is inadmissible. For then there would underlie 
our passage the conception that the body of the Lord is offered 
in the Supper, Christ’s sacrifice is thus one constantly re- 
peated ; but such conception is unbiblical, and in particular 
is remote from the thought of the Epistle to the Hebrews, in 
which the presentation of the sacrifice of Christ once for all, 
and the all-sufficiency of this sacrifice by its one presentation, 
is frequently urged with emphasis; comp. vii. 27, ix. 12, 
265 ff., x. 10. Exclusively correct is it, accordingly, to under- 
stand by the altar, with Thomas Aquinas, Estius, Jace. 

Cappellus, Bengel, Bleek, de Wette, Stengel, Delitzsch, Riehm, 
l.c., Alford, Kluge, Moll, Kurtz, Woerner, and others, the spot 

on which the Saviour offered Himself, 7.2. the cross of Christ. 
But to eat of this altar, ze. to partake of the sacrifice presented 
thereon, signifies: to attain to the enjoyment of the spiritual 
blessings resulting from Christ’s sacrificial death for believers ; 
the same thing as is represented, John vi. 51 ff., as the eating 
of the flesh and drinking of the blood of Christ. 

On vv. 11-13, comp. Bahr in the Stud. u. Krit. 1849, 

H. 4, p. 936 ff. 
Vv. 11, 12. Proof for ver. 10. The proof lies in the fact 

that Christ’s sacrifice is one which has been presented without 
the camp, and consequently has been freed from all community 
with Judaism. Ver. 11 and ver. 12 are, as a proof of ver. 10, 
closely connected, and only in ver. 12 lies the main factor, 

whereas ver. 11 is related to the same as a merely preparatory 

and accessory thought (Bihr). For the bodies of those animals 
whose blood is brought into the sanctuary by the high priest 
are burned without the camp; wherefore Jesus also, in order 
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that He might sanctify the people through His own blood, 
suffered without the gate. That is to say: The N. T. sacrifice 
of the covenant is typically prefigured by the great atoning 
sacrifice under the Old Covenant. Of the victims, however, 

which were devoted to the latter, neither the high priest nor 
any other member of the Jewish theocracy was permitted to 
eat anything. For of those animals only the blood was taken, 
in order to be brought by the high priest into the Most Holy 
Place as a propitiatory offering; the bodies of those animals, 
on the other hand, were burned without the camp or holy city 
(Lev. xvi. 27), wherein was contained the explanation in an 
act (comp. Biihr, /.c.), that they were cast out from the theo- 
cratic communion of Judaism, But thus, then, has Jesus also, 

in that He entered with His sacrificial blood into the heavenly 
Holy of Holies, made expiation for the sins of them that 
believe in Him; His sacrificial body, however, has, since He 

was led out of the camp, or beyond the gate of the holy city, 
in order to endure the infliction of death (comp. Lev. xxiv. 14 ; 
Num. xv. 35 f.; Deut. xvii. 5), declared by this act to be cast 
out from the Jewish covenant-people. Eat of His sacrificial 
body, 7.e. obtain part in the blessing procured by His sacrifice, 
can therefore no one who is still within the camp, 7c. who 
still looks for salvation from the ordinances of Judaism. Con- 
sequently he who will eat of the altar of Christ must depart 

out of Judaism, and go forth unto Christ without the camp 
(ver. 13).— Ta ya] as ix. 8,12, 24, 25, x. 19, the Most Holy 
Place. — The tenses in the present mark the practice as one still 

continuing. — mapeuPory| Characterization of the dwelling- 
place of the Jewish people at the time of the lawgiving, while 
it was still journeying through the wilderness and had tents 
for its habitation. The camp was the complex of the tents, 
enclosing the totality of the people together with the sanctuary. 
Thus there was combined with the idea of locality the religious 
reference to the people as one covenant-people, and “ without 
the camp” became equivalent in signification to “ without the 
bounds of the Old Covenant.” But, since afterwards the city 
of Jerusalem, with the temple in its midst, took the place of 
the mapeuPor}, the €&o THs mvAnSs standing in ver. 12, 
without the gate, sc. of the city of Jerusalem, says in effect 
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the same thing as é& tijs mapeuBorjjs, vv. 11, 13. — duo] 
wherefore, i.e. because the sacrificial death of Jesus has been 
prefigured by the type mentioned, ver. 11. — ¢déov] opposition 
to the animal blood in the O. T. sacrifices of atonement. — 
Tov Aadv] see at ii. 16, p. 132. — érafev] comp. ix. 26. 

Ver. 13. Deduction from vv. 10-12, in the form of a 

summons: Let us then no longer seek salvation for ourselves 
within the bounds of Judaism, but come forth from the camp 
of the Old Covenant and betake ourselves to Christ, untroubled 

about the reproach which may fall upon us on that account. 
Theodoret: é&@ ris mapeuBorrs avtl tod éEw tis KaTa vowov 
yevopuela mod.Telas. False, because opposed to all the con- 
nection, is 1t when Chrysostom 1, Theophylact, Primasius, 
Erasmus, Paraphr., Clarius, and others find in ver. 13 the 

exhortation to renounce the world and its delights; or Chry- 
sostom 2, Limborch, Heinrichs, Dindorf, Kuinoel, Bloomfield : 

willingly to follow the Lord into sufferings and death; or 
Schlichting, Grotius, Michaelis, Zachariae, Storr: willingly to 

submit to expulsion by the Jews from their towns and fellow- 
ship ; or Clericus: to forsake the city of Jerusalem on account 
of its impending destruction (Matt. xxiv.).— towvv] as the 
commencement of a sentence only rare. Comp. LXX. Isa. 
i. 10, v.13, xxvii. 4, xxxiil. 23 ; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 342 sq. 

— Tov dvedicpov avtod] See at xi. 26. 
Ver. 14. Ground of encouragement to the fépew Tov dvet- 

Sucpov Tod Xpiorod, ver. 13. — éyouer] namely : we Christians. 
Not: we men in general. — be] here upon earth. Erroneously 
Heinrichs: in the earthly Jerusalem. — thv pédrrovaar] se. 
moAw: the city to come, which, namely, is an abiding one. 
Comp. xil. 22: “Iepoveadiy érrovpdvios, and xi. 10: % Tovds 
Oeperious Exovea Tos, Hs Texvitns Kat Syutoupyds 6 Oeds. 
Rightly, for the rest, does Schlichting observe: Futuram autem 
civitatem hane vocat, quia nobis futura est. Nam Deo, Christo, 
angelis jam praesens est. 

Ver. 15. Closing exhortation, through Christ, to offer to 
God sacrifices of praise. Deduced from vy. 8-14. — Av 
avtov] is with great emphasis preposed: through Him (se. 
Christ), but not through the intervention of the Jewish 
sacrificial institution. Through Him, inasmuch as by the all- 



486 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS. 

sufficiency of His expiatory sacrifice once offered, He has 
qualified believers so to do. — O@vclav aivécews| a praise- 
offering (ANA NM), thus a spiritual sacrifice, in opposition to 
the animal sacrifices of Judaism. — 8a mavtds] continually. 
For the blessings obtained through Christ are so abundant and 
inexhaustible, that God can never be sufficiently praised for 
them. — tovtéctiv Kaptrov Yethéwv oporoyovvT@Y TO dvopwaTt 
avtTov| that is, fruit of lips which praise His name. Elucida- 
tion of the meaning in @voiay aivécews, in order further to 
bring into special relief the purely spiritual nature of this 
Christian thankoffering already indicated by those words. The 
expression Kapmov yethéwv the author has derived from 
Hos. xiv. 3, LXX.: cal avtarodmcopev Kaptrov yeiNéwv uov 
(in the Hebrew: 2*NSY OM mbv, let us offer for oxen our 
own lips). For the thought, comp. Vajikra R. 9. 27, in 
Wetstein: R. Pinchas, R. Levi et R. Jochanam ex ore R. 

Menachem Galilaei dixerunt: Tempore futuro omnia sacrificia 
cessabunt, sacrificium vero laudis non cessabit. Ommes preces 
cessabunt, sed laudes non cessabunt. Philo, de Sacrificantibus, 

p. 849 E (with Mang. IL. p. 253): tay adpiorny avayovar 
Ouciav, tuvows Kal evyaptotiais TOV evepyéTny Kal owTipa 
Ocov yepatpovtes. — The referring of adtod to Christ (so Sykes, 
who finds the sense: confessing owrselves publicly as the disciples 
of Christ) is unnatural, seeing that God has been expressly 
mentioned only just before as the One to whom the @vaia 
aivécews is to be presented. 

Ver. 16. Exhortation to beneficence. By means of 6€ this 
verse attaches itself to the preceding, inasmuch as over against 
the Christianly devout mind which expresses itself in words, 
is placed the Christianly devout mind which manifests itself 
in deeds. — Tijs 8€ evrrovias Kal Kowwvias wn émiravOavecGe| 
Of well-doing, moreover (the substantive evzotia only here in 
the N. T.; ed aovetv, Mark xiv. 7), and fellowship (ae. com- 
munication of earthly possession, comp. Rom. xv. 26; 2 Cor. 
ix. 13), be not forgetful (ver. 2). — To.adtrais yap Ovaiats 
evapeoteitat 0 Oeds] for in such sacrifices God has pleasure. — 
tovavrats] refers back only to evroias Kal Kowwvias, not like- 
wise to ver. 15 (Theophylact, Schlichting, Bengel, Bohme, 
Kuinoel, Hofmann, Woerner). — The formula evapecrodpat 
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tive is elsewhere foreign to the N. T. as to the LXX.; with 
later Greek writers, however, not unusual. 

Ver. 17. Exhortation to obedience to the presidents of the 
assembly. Comp. 1 Thess. v. 12, 13. — Ilei@ecGe trois sjryou- 
pévors bua@v Kal wvrreixete] Obey your leaders, and yield to 
them. Bengel: Obedite in iis, quae praecipiunt vobis tanquam 
salutaria; concedite, etiam ubi videntur plusculum postulare. 
The demand presupposes, for the rest, that the author knew 
the ryovpevoe as men like-minded with himself, who had kept 
themselves free from the hankering after defection. — avtoi 
yap aypuTvodow trep TaV Wuyav tuav] for it is they who 
watch for your souls, for the salvation thereof. — as oyov 
amodwaovtes| as those who must give an account (of the same), 
sc. to God and the Lord at His return. — iva] is the subse- 
quently introduced note of design to meiOecOe Kat tretKere. 
On that account, however, it is not permitted, with Grotius, 

Carpzov, and others, to enclose avrot yap... tpav within a 
parenthesis ; because the subject-matter of the clause of design 
refers back to the subject-matter of the foregoing establishing 
clause. — peta yapas] with joy, namely, over your docility. 
— tovto] sc. TO aypuveiv. Erroneously do Owen, Whitby, 
Michaelis, M‘Lean, Heinrichs, Stuart, and others supplement 
TO Oyov atrodidovar. For the latter takes place only in the 
future, whereas the conjunctive of the present moumacv points 
to that which is already to be done in the present. — cai 2) 
atevatovtes] and without sighing, sc. over your intractableness. 
— advaitenrés] unprofitable, inasmuch as it will bring you 
no gain, but, on the contrary, will call down upon you the 

chastisement of God. A Jitotes. — rodto] sc. TO oTevdCew. 
Vv. 18, 19. Summons to the readers to intercession on 

behalf of the author. Comp. 1 Thess. v. 25; 2 Thess. ii. 1; 
Rom. xv. 30; Eph. vi. 19; Col. iv. 8.— epi syov] The 

plural has reference exclusively to the author of the epistle. 
In addition to himself, to think of Timothy (Seb. Schmidt, a/.), 

or of the syovmevoe spoken of ver. 17 (Carpzov, Kluge), or 
of the fellow-labourers in the gospel in the midst of the 
Gentile world, remote from the Hebrew Christians (Delitzsch, 

comp. also Alford), or of the companions in his vocation, with 
regard to whom it was to be made known that they wished 
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to be looked upon as joint-representatives of the subject- 
matter of the epistle (Hofmann), is arbitrary. For—apart 
from the fact that no mention has been made of Timothy 
until now, and that the presupposition that the author wished 
himself to be numbered among the yovmevor spoken of in 
ver. 17 is a wholly baseless one—the singular, which in ver. 
19 without any qualification takes the place of the preceding 
plural, is in itself decisive against this view. For, even if 
perchance at ver. 19 the person of the writer had to be 
brought into special relief, out of a plurality of persons 
indicated at ver. 18, a distinguishing éy# as addition to the 
simple wapaxad® could not have been wanting. — trevfoueba 
yap ote K.7.r.] for we persuade ourselves, i.e. we suppose or 

take it to be so (comp. Acts xxvi. 26), that’ we have a good 
conscience, since we endeavour in all things to walk in a pratse- 

worthy manner. Indication of the reason on the ground of 
which the author believes he is entitled to claim an interest 
on the part of the readers, manifesting itself in intercession 
on his behalf. But in the fact that he regards such explana- 
tion as necessary, there is displayed the consciousness that 
the Palestinian Christians took umbrage at him and his 
Pauline character of teaching; to remove this umbrage is 
therefore the object of the justificatory clause. — év waow] 
belongs to that which follows, not still, as Oecumenius and 

Theophylact suppose, to €éyowev; and waocy is not masculine 
(Chrysostom: ov« év €Ovixois povoyv -adr}9a Kal ev dpiv; 
Oecumenius, Theophylact, Luther, Er. Schmid, Tholuck, 

Hofmann, al.), but neuter. 
Ver. 19. IIepiccorépws] is on account of its position more 

naturally referred to vapaxaX® than, with Seb. Schmidt, 
Rambach, Bengel, and Hofmann, to movfoa.— iva taxvov 

1 Bengel, Bohme, Kuinoel, Klee, and others take ¢+:—in reading the received 
aerolbauey yep, and then supposing this to be put absolutely—as the causal 
‘*for” or ‘‘because,” which, however, even supposing the correctness of the 
Recepta, is forced and unnatural. Yet more unsuitable, however, is it when 

Hofmann, even with the reading rs:éoucéa, will have cc: taken causally. The 
sense is supposed to be: ‘‘if we believe that ye are praying for us, this has its 
ground in the fact that we have a good conscience.” But to derive the more 
precise indication of contents for the dependent zs@ousé« from that which pre- 
cedes, is altogether inadmissible. 
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atokatactTaba wiv] that I may the sooner be restored to you, 
may be in a position to return to you. There is to be 
inferred from these words, neither that the author, at the time 

of the composition of the epistle, was a prisoner (Euthalius, 
Calov, Braun, Bisping, and others), nor yet that he belonged, 
as member, to the congregation of those to whom he was 
writing (R. Kostlin in the Theol. Jahrb. of Baur and Zeller, 
1853, H. 3, pp. 423, 427, and 1854, H. 3, pp. 369, 406). 
The former not, because the notice, ver. 23: pe@ ov, éav 
TaxLov Epyntat, dYrouat buds, shows beyond refutation that 
the writer at the time of the composition of the epistle was 
able to dispose freely of his own person. The latter not, 
because it is illogical to place the general notion of a “ being 
restored” to a community upon a level with the special 
notion of the “return of one who has been torn from his 
home.” Only two things follow from the words, namely (1) 
from the tayvov, that the author was still prevented, in some 
way or other which had nothing to do with his personal 
freedom, from quitting his temporary place of residence so 
quickly as he could wish; (2) from a@moxatacta@a, that 
he had already, before this time, been personally present in 
the midst of his readers. 

Vv. 20, 21. A wish of blessing. Chrysostom: IIpétov rap’ 
avTav aitnoas Tas evyds, TOTE Kal aUTOs adTois émedyeTaL 
TavTa Ta ayaa, — o Ocos ths eipyvns] A designation of God 
very usual with Paul also. Its import may either be, as 
1 Thess. v. 28 (see at that place): the God of salvation, Le. 
God, who bestows the Christian salvation; or, as Rom. xv. 33, 

xvi. 20; Phil, iv. 9,2. Cor. xiii; 11 the: God of peace, Le. 

God, who produces peace. In favour of the first acceptation, 
which is defended by Schlichting, may be urged the tenor of 
the benediction itself. In favour of the latter acceptation 
decides, however, the connection of thought with ver. 18 f. 

For, since the closing half of ver. 18 betrayed the pre- 
supposition that the receivers of the epistle were biassed by 
prejudice against the person of the writer, there lies indicated 
in the fact, that in the following wish of blessing God is 
designated as the God who creates peace, the further idea, 
that He will also make peace between the readers and the 



490 THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS. 

writer, 7.¢. will bring the Christian convictions of the readers 
into harmony with that of the writer. So in substance 
Chrysostom (Todo ele bia TO otacidfev adtovs. Ei toivuy 

6 Geos eipyvns Oeds ott, mi) Svactacalere pos Huds), Oecu- 
menius, Theophylact, Jac. Cappellus, and others. Wrongly 

do Grotius, Bohme, de Wette, Bisping, and others derive the 

appellation “the God of peace” from the supposition that 
reference is made to the contentions which prevailed amongst 
the members of the congregation itself. For the assumption 
of a state in which the congregation was rent by internal 
dissensions, is one warranted neither by xi. 14 nor by 
anything else in the epistle.—o dvayayov «.7.X.] Further 
characterizing of God as the God who, by the raising of 
Christ from the dead, has sanctioned and attested the redeem- 

ing work of the same.—o dvayayav é« vexpov] He who has 
brought up from the dead, tc. who has raised from death. 
Wronely do Bleek, de Wette, Bisping, Maier, Kluge, and 

Kurtz suppose that in 0 dvayayor is contained at the same 
time the exaltation into heaven. For, since 0 avayayov does 
not stand absolutely, but has with it the addition é« vexpav, 
so must that idea also have been made evident by a special 
addition. There would thus have been written o é« vexpav 
els trvos avayayev, or something similar. Compare, too, Rom. 
x. 7, where in like manner, as is shown by ver. 9, by the 
Xpiotov ék vexpav avayayev is denoted exclusively the 
resurrection of Christ, and not likewise His ascension. — Tov 

Towmeva TOV TpoBatTav Tov péyav] the exalted (comp. iv. 14) 
Shepherd of the sheep. For the figure, comp. John x. 11 ff; 
Matt. xxvi. 31; 1 Pet. ii. 25, v. 4 (0 dpysrouunv). Accord- 
ing to Theophylact, Bengel, Bleek, de Wette, Delitzsch, Alford, 

Kurtz, Hofmann, and others, the author had in connection 

with this expression present to his mind LXX. Isa. lxiu. 10, 
where it is said in regard to Moses: od 0 dvaBiBacas x 

THs Oardoons Tov Tomméva Tov TpoBdtwv,—a supposition 

which, considering the currency of the figure in the N. T., 
may certainly be dispensed with. — évy aiwate dsaOjnns 
aiwviov| in virtue of the blood of an everlasting covenant, 1.e. 
in virtue of the shed blood of Christ, by which the New 
Covenant was sealed; comp. ix. 15 ff, x. 29. Oecumenius, 
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Theophylact, Clarius, Calvin, Bengel, Bleek, Bisping, Delitzsch, 

Alford, Kluge, Kurtz, Hofmann, Woerner, and others conjoin 

these words with 6 dvayayeév, but then again differ from each 
other in the determining of the sense. According to Bleek 
and Kurtz (similarly Bisping), the author intends to say: 
“God brought up Christ from the dead in the blood of the 
everlasting covenant; in such wise that He took, as it were, 
the shed blood with Him, in that He opened up to Himself 
by the same the entrance into the heavenly sanctuary, and it 
retained continually its power for the sealing of an everlasting 
covenant.” But this interpretation falls with the erroneous 
presupposition that 0 avayayeéy includes in itself likewise the 
idea of the exaltation to heaven. According to Oecumenius 
2, Theophylact 2, and Calvin, ev, on the other hand, stands 
as the equivalent in signification to ovv: who has raised 
Christ from the dead with the blood of the everlasting cove- 
nant, so that this blood retains everlasting virtue ; while Clarius 
(comp. the first interpretation in Oecumenius and Theophylact) 
understands the words as though efs 70 etvau TO aia avTod 
Hptiv ets SvaOnenv aiwviov had been written, and Bengel, as 
likewise Hofmann, makes év aiwati the same as Ova TO aipa 
(for the blood’s sake). But all these acceptations are lin- 
guistically untenable. Equally inadmissible is it to take éy, 
in this combination, instrumentally (Delitzsch, Kluge: “ by 
means of, by the power of, by virtue of;” Alford: “through 
the blood”). For if one insists on the strict signification of 
the instrumental explanation, there arises a false thought, 

since the means by the application of which the miraculous 
act of the resurrection was accomplished is not the blood of 
Christ, but the omnipotence of God. If, however, we mingle 
the notion of mediately effecting with that of the meritorious 
cause, as is done by Delitzsch and Alford, inasmuch as the 

former dilutes the “kraft” (by virtue of) into “ virtute ac 
merito sanguinis ipsius in morte effusi,” the latter the 
“through” into “in virtue of the blood,’ we come back to 

Bengel’s ungrammatical equalizing of év atwats with dua ro 
aiwa. Another class of expositors combine év aiuate SvaOynns 
aiwviov with the péyav immediately foregoing; either, as 
Sykes and Baumgarten, in taking Tov péyav as a notion per 
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se; or, aS Starck, Wolf, and Heinrichs, prolonging in connec- 

tion with it the idea of the shepherd. Nevertheless, it is 
most natural, with Beza, Estius, Grotius, Limborch, Schulz, 

Bohme, Kuinoel, Stuart, Stengel, Ebrard, Riehm (Lehrbegr. des 

Hebréerbr. p. 601), Maier, Moll, and others, to regard év aiwate 
dvaOjxns aiwviov as instrumental nearer definition to the 
total idea tov voéva tov mpoBdtwyv Tov péyay; in such 
wise that by the addition is indicated the means by which 
Christ became the exalted Shepherd, with whom no other 
shepherd may be placed upon a parallel. Comp. Acts xx. 28: 
TpocexeTe... TavtTl TO Tomvio, év © Lmas TO TVEDUA TO 
drytov €OeTo emlioKOTrOUS, TOLMatvEeLY THY eKKANTLaV TOD 
KUPLOV, PV TEPLETOLNTATO OLA TOD Alwatos TOD idtov. — 
dtabyKns aiwviov] Comp. Jer. xxxli. 40, 1. 5; Isa. lv. 3, 1xi. 8. 

Theodoret: Aioviov dé tTHv Kany KéKrAnKe SiaOnKnv, os 
Etépas peTa TavTnv ovK écomevns’ Wu yap bn Tis UToAGRn, 
Kat TavTny Ou’ ddAXAns StaOHKNs TavOncecOat, ciKOTWS AUTHS TO 
aTeXevTnToV ederéev. 

Ver. 21. Kataptica: tpas év tavti épyw aya0@] cause 
that ye become aptiot, ready or perfect, in every good work. 
Oecumenius: wAnpwcat, TerXerwoat. That, for the rest, 

KaTtapticat is optative, and not, as Kurtz strangely supposes, 
imperative aorist middle, is self-evident.— eis to Trovhoat] 
Statement of the design, not of the effect (Schlichting and 
others): that ye may accomplish.—to Oédnpa avtov] His 
will, i.e. that which is morally good and salutary. ‘There is 
certainly comprehended under the expression the faithful 
continuance in Christianity.— mwovdy év tpivy TO evadpeotov 
évaTriov avtov dua Inood Xpictov] working in you (wrongly 
Bohme: among you) that which is well-pleasing in His sight, 
through Christ Jesus. Modal definition to catapticat. — To 
evdpectov évatiov avtod| Comp. 2 Cor. v. 9; Rom. xi. 1, 
xiv. 18; Eph. v. 10; Phil. iv. 18.— sa “Incod Xpuctod] 
belongs neither to catapticas (Bloomfield) nor to 7d evapeorov 
éveTriov avtod (Grotius, Hammond, Michaelis, Storr, and 

others), but to mocav.— @ 1) dda eis Tods aidvas] sc. EoTa. 
— 7% 0£a] the glory due to Him.— The doxology is referred 
by Limborch, Wetstein, Bengel, Chr. Fr. Schmid, Ernest, 

Delitzsch, Alford, Kluge, Woerner, and others, to God; and 
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in favour of this it may be urged that in the wish of bless- 
ing o Geos forms the main subject. More correctly, however, 
shall we refer it, partly on account of the immediate joining 
of @ to “Incod Xpiotod, partly on account of the design of 
the whole epistle, to warn the readers, who had become 

wavering in their faith in Christ, against relapse into Judaism, 
with Calvin, Jac. Cappellus, Grotius, Owen, Bohme, Stuart, 

Bleek, Stengel, Tholuck, Bisping, Riehm (Lehrbegr. des 

Febrierbr. p. 286), Maier, Moll, and the majority, to Christ. 
Ver. 22. Request for friendly reception of the epistle. — 

avéxeobe Tod Noyou THs Tapakdnoews| bear with the word of 
the exhortation, grant it entrance with you, close not your 
hearts against it. Mistakenly do the Vulgate, Stein, and 
Kluge make sapa«dyos here have the signification of 
“consolation.” Neither the verb avéyeoOe nor the tenor of 
the epistle is in keeping therewith.—o dyos tis mapa- 
KAnoews| Comp. Acts xiii. 15. Not merely the admonitions 
scattered here and there in the epistle (Dindorf, Kuinoel) are 
to be understood under this expression; and just as little is 
merely chap. xii. (Semler), or the last specially hortatory 
sections, chap. x. 19—xiii. (Grotius, Calov, and others), thought 

of in connection therewith. Rather is there intended by it, 
as also the following érécreiNa proves, the epistle in its full 
extent.—xai yap dua Bpaxéwv érréctetda tpiv| Argument 
for the reasonableness of the request on the ground of the 
brevity of the epistle: for I have also (ie. apart from the 
fact that, by reason of your perilous wavering in the Christian 
faith, the admonishing of you was laid as a duty upon my 
conscience), as you see, written to you only with brief words. 
Theophylact: Tocatra city, duws Bpayéa tadta dynow, 
dcov pos & érreOvper Aéyev. Quite remote from the mean- 
ing is that sense which Kurtz would put upon the words: 
the readers were also to take into account the fact that the 
eprstle has, owing to its brief compass, often assumed a harsher 
and severer form of expression, than would be the case in con- 
nection with a more detailed amplification and a more careful 
limitation. — 6a Bpayéwv] of the same import as 62’ odA<yor, 
1 Pet. v. 12, — émuorédrew] in the signification “to write a 
letter,’ elsewhere in the N. T. only Acts xv. 20, xxi. 25. 
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Ver. 25. Communication of the intelligence that Timothy 
has been set free, and the promise, if the arrival of Timothy is 
not long delayed, in company with him to visit the readers. — 
yiv@okete] is impergtive (Peshito, Vulgate, Faber Stapulensis, 
Luther, Calvin, Beza, Junius, Owen, Bengel, Bohme, Stuart, 

Bleek, I. p. 278; Stein, Ebrard, Bisping, Delitzsch, Alford, 
Maier, Kluge, Moll, Kurtz, Ewald, M‘Caul, Hofmann, Woerner, 

and others), not indicative (Vatablus, Nosselt, Opusc. I. p. 
256; Morus, Schulz, Bleek ad loc., and Finl. in d. N. T., 3 

Aufl. p. 583; de Wette, a/.). For, that the author would be 

obliged to communicate further details concerning the libera- 
tion of Timothy in the case that the readers had not yet 
known of it, cannot be maintained; while, on the other hand, 

upon the supposition of the indicative, the whole notice 
would become superfluous. — ywweoKeTe atrodedvpévoy]| know 
as one released, v.e. know that he has been released. Comp. 
Winer, Gramm, 7 Aufl. p. 324. Wrongly will Storr, 
Schleussner, Bretschneider, Paulus have ywweoxere taken in 
the sense: hold in honour, or: receive with kindness, against 
which, equally as against the interpretation of Schulz: “ye 
know the brother Timothy, who has been set at liberty,” the 
non-repetition of the article tov before the participle is in 
itself decisive. — aroNeAvpevov] is to be understood of 
liberation from imprisonment. So Chrysostom, Oecumenius, 

and Theophylact (all three, however, with hesitation), then 

Beza, Grotius, Er. Schmid, Seb. Schmidt, Hammond, Wolf, 

Bengel, Sykes, Chr. Fr. Schmid, Bohme, Bleek, de Wette, 

Stengel, Ebrard, Bisping, Delitzsch, Maier, Kurtz, Ewald, 

M‘Caul, Hofmann, and others. Of an imprisonment of 

Timothy nothing is known to us, it is true, from other 

sources, but the possibility of the same cannot be disputed. 
The suppositions, that droXeAvpévoy signifies: sent away to 
the Hebrews with our epistle (Theodoret, subscription of the 
epistle in many cursives: éypady amo “Itanias dua Tipo- 
Oéov; Faber Stapulensis, a/.), or: sent away somewhither, and 

consequently absent from the author (Estius, Jac. Cappellus, 
Limborch, Carpzov, Stuart, and others), have the simple 
signification of the word against them. — éay taywov épynrac] 
uf he very speedily (earlier, sooner than I leave my present 
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abode) comes to me (incorrectly Grotius, Heinrichs, Stuart, 

al.: returns). — dyouat vas] Oecumenius: epydopevos pos 
vas. 

Ver. 24. Request for the delivering of salutations, together 
with the conveying of salutations to the readers. — radvras 
TOS IYOUMEVOUS MUOV Kal TavTas Tovs aylous] This designa- 
tion of persons has about it something surprising, since 
according to it the letter would have the appearance of being 
addressed neither to the presidents of the assembly, nor to 
the whole congregation, but to single members of the latter. 
Probably, however, the meaning of the author is only that 
those to whom the epistle is delivered, for reading to the 
congregation, should greet as well all the presidents as also 
all the other members of the congregation. — oi amo tis 
*Itadias] is not to be explained from the absorption of one 
local preposition into another; in such wise that it should 
stand for of év tH “Itadia amo ths “Itadias, which is 
thought possible by Winer, Gramm., 7 Aufl. p. 584. It 
signifies: those from Italy, we. Christians who have come 
out of Italy, and are now to be found in the surroundings of 
the writer. The general expression: of amo tis “Itadias, 
seems to point to a compact number of persons already known 
to the readers. It is highly probable, therefore, that those 
referred to are Christians who, on the occasion of the Neronian 

persecution, had fled from Italy, and had settled down for 

the time being at the place of the author’s present abode. 
The expression shows, moreover, that the epistle was written 
outside of Italy. See p. 13. } 

Ver. 25. Concluding wish of blessing, entirely in accord 
with that of Tit. iii, 15. 

MORRISON AND GIBB, EDINBURGH, 

PRINTERS TO HER MAJESTY’S STATIONERY OFFICE. 





Mh ell aaa’ 
rf Tih wall 







Date Due 





BS2775 .L94 
Critical and exegetical aide to the 

Princeton Theological Seminar 

HAMANN 
1 1012 00070 3001 


